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And the analysis of the endangerment 
finding by the Bush administration was 
signed off on not by just a career civil 
servant, but by the head of the EPA, 
appointed by President Bush. 

So when you get these wrong state-
ments in your head, you can dream up 
a reason to be paranoid about EPA. 
EPA wants to protect the public health 
and safety in regulating coal ash, but 
in doing so, they will not prevent coal 
ash from being used for other building 
purposes. 

I urge that we defeat this motion to 
instruct, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
fairly obvious that a lot of the folks 
that have been speaking on the other 
side of this issue have not read the bill 
and don’t understand what’s included 
in the provision. But perhaps reading 
the bill, reading the amendment would 
have given them greater insight as to 
the role of the EPA. Because by virtue 
of this amendment, we are giving them 
great insight, great involvement in the 
proper disposal of the amount of fly 
ash that’s not recycled. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it really just comes 
down to an issue being very clear. Our 
opponents are just opposed to the coal 
industry. They’re opposed to the men 
and women working in our coal indus-
try. They’re opposed to the 700-plus 
coal-fired electric utilities. They’re op-
posed to keeping utility costs low. 
There is a war on coal, Mr. Speaker. 
And it’s time that we stand up for the 
coal workers, the men and women 
working in the coalfields all across the 
United States, and for the men and 
women and the consumers that use 
electricity at low cost. 

Now let’s go to what the Depart-
ments of Interior and Transportation 
have said: The Department of Interior 
said that they concur that if fly ash is 
designated as hazardous waste, as is 
being considered, fully or in a hybrid 
classification, it would no longer be 
used in concrete. It also said, ‘‘Fly ash 
costs approximately 20 to 50 percent 
less than the cost of cement.’’ The De-
partment of Transportation: ‘‘Fly ash 
is a valuable byproduct used in high-
way construction. It is a vital compo-
nent of concrete and a number of other 
infrastructure uses.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my col-
leagues to join me today in supporting 
this motion to instruct conferees to 
continue discussing this bipartisan ne-
gotiation on this part of the highway 
bill and to ask their Senators to do the 
same. Let’s maximize the use of all the 
money that we have available to build 
more roads, rebuild more bridges, do 
more infrastructure, but most impor-
tantly, put America back to work. 

So I encourage my colleagues to vote 
for this motion to instruct, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to instruct. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on my mo-
tion to instruct conferees on H.R. 4348. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
f 
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DOMESTIC ENERGY AND JOBS ACT 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the legislation 
and to insert extraneous material on 
H.R. 4480. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GARDNER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 691 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4480. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. WOMACK) to preside 
over the Committee of the Whole. 

b 1631 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4480) to 
provide for the development of a plan 
to increase oil and gas exploration, de-
velopment, and production under oil 
and gas leases of Federal lands under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, the Secretary of Energy, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Sec-
retary of Defense in response to a 
drawdown of petroleum reserves from 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, with 
Mr. WOMACK in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
General debate shall be confined to 

the bill and shall not exceed 2 hours 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce and the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON), the gentleman from California 
(Mr. WAXMAN), the gentleman from 

Washington (Mr. HASTINGS), and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON). 

Mr. UPTON. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the price of gas and 
the unemployment rate both remain 
way too high, and American families 
are struggling as a result. That’s why I 
support H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act, and I urge my colleagues 
to do the same. This bill is truly a win- 
win for steps that it takes to expand 
supplies of domestic affordable energy 
that will create many jobs in the proc-
ess. 

It’s no secret that I don’t see eye-to- 
eye with President Obama on energy 
policy, but perhaps the most inex-
plicable energy policy move the admin-
istration has made was the June 2011 
decision to withdraw 30 million barrels 
of oil from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve with no plan to replace it. It is 
hard to understand why the President 
would take oil from the Nation’s emer-
gency stockpile while at the same time 
keeping off limits the far greater 
amounts beneath federally controlled 
lands and offshore areas. It’s like a 
couple pawning their wedding rings for 
cash while ignoring a major gold dis-
covery in their own backyard. 

The amount of untapped oil in areas 
kept out of reach by this administra-
tion is estimated to exceed the entire 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve dozens of 
times over. And these estimates are 
not mere speculation. Indeed, the re-
cent increases in oil production on 
State and privately owned lands dem-
onstrate the tremendous energy devel-
opment on Federal lands. But that po-
tential will only be realized if the ad-
ministration’s roadblocks are removed. 

Title I of this bill does that. It re-
quires that the next time the President 
withdraws oil from the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, he must also commit 
to more oil leasing on Federal lands in 
offshore areas. The result will be great-
er supplies of domestic oil and lower 
prices, not to mention thousands of 
new energy industry jobs. 

Gaining access to untapped oil re-
serves is part of the equation; but be-
fore that oil can reach consumers at 
the pump, it has to be refined into gas-
oline and diesel fuel. Title II of this bill 
will help American refiners so they can 
keep fueling our economy and fueling 
the country, because what refiners 
really need is a little common sense, a 
little regulatory certainty. It would be 
an understatement to say that this ad-
ministration’s regulators have not 
been friendly to domestic oil produc-
tion, and the truth is they have been 
no better to the refiners who produce 
the fuels that we use. In fact, EPA is 
moving ahead with a number of new 
regs affecting refineries and other fa-
cilities—regs that are likely to drive 
up the price at the pump and jeopardize 
refining sector jobs. 
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Title II requires that we learn about 

the consequences before imposing addi-
tional red tape. It sets up an inter-
agency committee that will analyze 
the cumulative effects of several up-
coming EPA regs on fuel prices as well 
as jobs. It also defers the finalization of 
three measures until after the analysis 
is completed. 

The good news is that a future of 
chronically high gas prices is not inevi-
table. These policies that I have dis-
cussed and numerous other provisions 
in the legislation will in fact move us 
toward more secure, more affordable 
American energy and the jobs that go 
with it. The Nation can increase do-
mestic energy supplies, lower future 
prices at the pump, and create many 
more jobs. This legislation takes the 
steps to usher in this brighter future. I 
urge my colleagues to join with me in 
supporting it, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, DC, June 8, 2012. 
Hon. FRED UPTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for the op-
portunity to review the text of H.R. 4480, the 
Strategic Energy Production Act of 2012, as 
ordered reported by the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce for provisions of the bill 
that fall within the jurisdiction of this Com-
mittee. 

Knowing of your interest in expending this 
legislation and in maintaining the continued 
consultation between our Committees on 
these matters, I agree to discharge H.R. 4480 
from further consideration by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. I do so with the un-
derstanding that it does not in any way prej-
udice the Committee with respect to the ap-
pointment of conferees or its jurisdictional 
prerogatives on this bill or similar legisla-
tion in the future. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confirming our mutual understanding 
with respect to H.R. 4480, and would ask that 
a copy of our exchange of letters on this 
matter be inserted into the Congressional 
Record during consideration on the House 
floor. 

Thank you for your courtesy and I look 
forward to continued cooperation between 
our respective committees. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK D. LUCAS, 

Chairman. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 

WASHINGTON, DC JUNE 8, 2012. 
Hon. FRANK D. LUCAS, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, Long-

worth House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LUCAS: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 4480, the ‘‘Strategic En-
ergy Production Act of 2012.’’ As you noted, 
there are provisions of the bill that fall with-
in the Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

I appreciate your willingness to forgo ac-
tion on H.R. 4480, and I agree that your deci-
sion should not prejudice the Committee on 
Agriculture with respect to the appointment 
of conferees or its jurisdictional prerogatives 
on this or similar legislation. 

I will include a copy of your letter and this 
response in the Congressional Record during 
consideration of H.R. 4480 on the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
FRED UPTON, 

Chairman. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 19, 2012. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Hon. Fred Upton, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 2125 Ray-
burn House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON: I am writing to 
you concerning the bill H.R. 4480, the Stra-
tegic Energy Production Act of 2012, as 
amended. This legislation includes a provi-
sion that deals with military readiness and 
training activities, which fall within the 
Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Our committee recognizes the importance 
of H.R. 4480, and the need for the legislation 
to move expeditiously. Therefore, while we 
have a valid claim to jurisdiction over this 
legislation, the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices will waive further consideration of H.R. 
4480. I do so with the understanding that by 
waiving consideration of the bill, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services does not waive 
any future jurisdictional claim over the sub-
ject matters contained in the bill which fall 
within its Rule X jurisdiction. I request that 
you urge the Speaker to name members of 
this committee to any conference committee 
which is named to consider this provision. 

Please place this letter and your commit-
tee’s response into the Congressional Record 
during consideration of the Measure on the 
House floor. Thank you for the cooperative 
spirit in which you have worked regarding 
this matter and others between our respec-
tive committees. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, 

Chairman. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 

Washington, DC, June 20, 2012. 
Hon. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, Ray-

burn House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCKEON: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 4480, the ‘‘Stra-
tegic Energy Production Act of 2012.’’ As you 
noted, there are provisions of the bill that 
fall within the Rule X jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

I appreciate your willingness to forgo ac-
tion on H.R. 4480, and I agree that your deci-
sion should not prejudice the Committee on 
Armed Services with respect to the appoint-
ment of conferees or its jurisdictional pre-
rogatives on this or similar legislation. 

I will include a copy of your letter and this 
response in the Congressional Record during 
consideration of H.R. 4480 on the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
FRED UPTON, 

Chairman. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Throughout this Congress, House Re-
publicans have made an all-out assault 
on our Nation’s most basic public 
health and environmental protections. 
And they have blocked any effort to 
address climate change, move towards 
clean energy, or promote energy effi-
ciency. 

On Monday, Congressman MARKEY 
and I released a report that documents 

this all-out assault. It confirms that 
this is the most anti-environment 
House in the history of Congress. Over 
the last 18 months, the House has voted 
247 times to undermine protection of 
the environment. That’s almost one 
out of every five votes taken in the 
House. 

The oil and gas industry has bene-
fited more than any other sector from 
these anti-environment votes. Since 
the beginning of 2011, the House has 
voted 109 times for policies that would 
advance the interests of the oil and gas 
industry at the expense of the environ-
ment, public health, and the taxpayer. 
The result is a grave and growing peril 
to our environment, to public health, 
and to our economy. The massive 
wildfires, floods, droughts, and heat 
waves that have been afflicting our 
country are a harbinger of what is to 
come. 

Americans know this. As the Wash-
ington Post reported this morning, the 
vast majority of Americans believe our 
environment is deteriorating, and they 
know that unchecked pollution from 
oil refineries and other industrial 
sources is making the problem worse. 
Yet what are we doing today? Today’s 
bill is one more massive giveaway, and 
it is one more assault on the environ-
ment. 

This bill contains two proposals re-
ported by the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. One would block standards 
for oil companies to clean up their pol-
lution. The other seeks to bypass exist-
ing leasing programs in order to pry 
open every possible acre of Federal 
land for oil drilling. 

This legislation has been promoted as 
a solution to high gasoline prices. But 
this bill is a Trojan horse. This bill 
would not lower prices by one penny. 
This bill doesn’t protect consumers. It 
hurts them. The bill will keep dirty 
gasoline on the market, allow oil refin-
eries to spew toxic emissions, and fore-
stall action to address climate change. 

Tucked inside this legislation is the 
Latta amendment. The language of 
this amendment cuts the heart out of 
the Clean Air Act, radically changing 
the way air quality standards are set. 
Rather than basing smog standards on 
what is healthy for our children to 
breathe, this bill would require stand-
ards to be based on what industry says 
it will cost to reduce pollution. This 
radical proposal will undermine dec-
ades of progress on cleaning up the air. 
The bill will also cost jobs. The regula-
tions blocked by this bill would create 
tens of thousands of jobs installing pol-
lution controls and modernizing oil re-
fineries. 

b 1640 
In addition, this bill would make it 

harder for the President to tap the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during 
emergencies by layering on new bu-
reaucratic requirements to force drill-
ing across a vast expanse of public 
land. 

This bill may be good for the oil com-
panies, it may be good for the special 
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interests, but it is a disaster for the 
American people. The Republican en-
ergy policy isn’t an all-of-the-above 
policy; it’s oil above all. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD). 

Mr. WHITFIELD. I rise today to sup-
port the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act 
for a number of reasons. First of all, it 
would encourage more production of 
energy in the United States. Two, it 
would lower energy costs. Three, it 
would create additional jobs for the 
American people. And, four, just as im-
portant, it would keep America more 
competitive in the global marketplace. 

We live in a global economy, and our 
ability to have cheap, affordable, and 
abundant energy is absolutely nec-
essary if we are going to compete with 
countries around the world. So that’s 
what this legislation is designed to do. 

All of us have a responsibility to the 
environment, but we genuinely believe 
after hearing after hearing after hear-
ing after hearing, people who create 
jobs come in and talk about the addi-
tional costs they’re incurring because 
of this overly aggressive EPA, headed 
up by Administrator Lisa Jackson. 

I would also say that one portion of 
this bill is a very commonsense ap-
proach. While it would not imme-
diately lower gasoline prices, it does 
ask the President to establish an inter-
agency task force to examine the im-
pact on jobs, prices, and competitive-
ness of three regulations that the EPA 
has initiated. They haven’t finalized it, 
they haven’t decided they are going to 
finalize it, but they have started the 
first steps. And so we ask this Agency 
to look at what is the impact on fuel 
prices with these regulations if they 
are adopted and to report back to Con-
gress and to not finalize any of these 
rules until at least 6 months after they 
report back to Congress. It seems to 
me a commonsense approach. We have 
a responsibility to the American people 
to have some idea about the impact of 
these regulations on the economy. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the ranking member of 
the Energy Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH), and I 
would like to ask unanimous consent 
that he be permitted to control the 
rest of the time for our side of the aisle 
on the general debate. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Illi-
nois will control the time. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, since the 
beginning of the 112th Congress, we 
have held over 30 Energy and Power 
Subcommittee and joint subcommittee 
hearings. We have held over a dozen 
subcommittee and full committee 
markups, and including H.R. 4480, 
which we will vote on today, we have 
had 10 bills that originated from the 
Energy and Power Subcommittee that 
have been voted on by the full House. 

Yet, Mr. Chairman, from all of that 
time and all that effort, the Energy 
and Power Subcommittee has produced 

exactly one substantive bill. Let me re-
peat: only one substantive, significant 
bill, the Pipeline Safety Reauthoriza-
tion Act, the only one that has actu-
ally become law. 

Mr. Chairman, instead of focusing 
our efforts on trying to create the 
clean energy jobs of the 21st century, 
the majority party has spent the past 
18 months lobbing partisan attacks 
against the EPA and the Clean Air Act 
in order to appease Big Oil and some of 
the more extreme constituencies that 
the Republican Party represents. 

Mr. Chairman, most Americans 
would like to see us utilizing our time 
working in a bipartisan manner to ad-
dress critical issues, such as access to 
jobs, clean air, and clean water, less de-
pendence on foreign oil, enhanced en-
ergy-efficiency measures, and an in-
creased reliance on the cleaner and re-
newable energy sources of the future. 

Instead, here we are again debating 
yet another bill that would continue 
the concerted effort by the majority 
party to weaken the authority of the 
EPA and to delegitimize the Agency’s 
regulations as job killers. 

Mr. Chairman, with just a little over 
20 days remaining before the August 
recess, we should be focusing our lim-
ited time on legislation that will cre-
ate jobs and move America forward to-
ward a smarter energy future that is 
less vulnerable to the whims of the 
world oil market. However, nothing in 
this bill accomplishes that. 

The most offensive provision of this 
bill, the Gasoline Regulations Act, 
would fundamentally change a corner-
stone of public health law, the Clean 
Air Act, and I ask my colleagues: Why, 
to what end? 

This bill will not create any jobs but, 
rather, would block EPA rules to make 
the fuel we put into our cars cleaner. 
This bill would also block rules that 
would cut toxic air pollution from re-
fineries. 

This bill blocks the EPA from requir-
ing new refineries from cutting carbon 
pollution that causes climate change, 
and it even blocks the agency from re-
vising the national air quality stand-
ard for ozone to reflect the best-avail-
able science and medical evidence 
about how much ozone is safe to 
breathe without serious health effects. 

Mr. Chairman, one truth remains, 
and that truth is that H.R. 4480 isn’t 
really about jobs, isn’t really about 
lowering gasoline prices. It is about an 
excuse to push a profoundly anti-envi-
ronmental agenda and provide oil com-
panies with more items from their 
election year wish list. 

Oppose this bill because it would 
strike at the heart of the Clean Air Act 
and would not provide any tangible 
benefits to the American people. I urge 
all of my colleagues to oppose it as 
well. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. POMPEO), and I would ask that at 
the conclusion of his 2 minutes that 

the balance of my time be controlled 
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
GARDNER). 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col-
orado will control the time. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
4480, the Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act, the legislation we’ll vote on before 
too long, has three very simple mis-
sions. The first is to lower and create 
affordable energy for folks all across 
America. The second is to create the 
jobs that go with it. And, finally, it’s 
to begin to put American energy policy 
back on a commonsense, simple stand-
ard that allows affordable energy to be 
produced here in America by Ameri-
cans for Americans. 

You know, we’ve seen in these discus-
sions, these debates, that there are two 
opposing views on how to do this. The 
first is the view of the folks on the 
other side who think if we just had one 
more rule, one more set of regulations, 
another subsidy, another handout from 
the taxpayers, we here in Washington, 
D.C. could find that next great afford-
able energy source. We’ve seen how 
that’s worked. We’ve got gasoline at 
$3.50 a gallon. We’ve got utilities all 
across the country asking for rate in-
creases. 

There’s another view. There’s an-
other way to go about it. It’s to let the 
market respond to price signals. It’s to 
get the Federal Government out of the 
way, to reduce regulations across the 
board while making sure that we’ve 
still got safe drinking water and clean 
air. Both of these objectives can be ac-
complished. 

This legislation simply streamlines 
and simplifies the leasing and permit-
ting processes on Federal lands to 
make sure that consumers have access 
to affordable American energy. We 
have tremendous opportunities right 
here in America. Right in Kansas’ 
Fourth Congressional District, in Har-
per and Kingman and Stafford and 
Edwards and Barber and Pratt, all over 
south central Kansas, an enormous new 
opportunity, creating real, affordable 
energy produced by Americans with 
American jobs. 

b 1650 
We also, through this legislation, say 

if we’re going to tap this important 
American resource, the SPR, the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve, we’re going 
to make sure and replenish it—again, 
with American affordable energy. 

This is one of the most consumer- 
friendly, ratepayer-friendly, taxpayer 
pieces of energy legislation to reach 
the House floor in a long time, and I 
would urge all my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to my friend, the gentlewoman 
from my home State of Illinois (Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I appreciate 
his leadership on the Energy Sub-
committee. 
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As a member of the full Energy and 

Commerce Committee, frankly, I’m 
ashamed that this House is actually 
considering legislation that puts public 
health decisions in the hands of the oil 
industry. 

Title II of H.R. 4480 eliminates a core 
principle of the Clean Air Act with re-
spect to smog. For over 40 years, the 
Environmental Protection Agency has 
set health-based air quality standards 
using scientific and medical evidence 
to identify the maximum safe levels of 
air pollution for human beings to 
breathe. Title II would do away with 
that precedent by requiring that the 
cost to industry be the primary consid-
eration in determining healthy emis-
sion standards. Yes, if this legislation 
passes, health-based decisions will play 
second fiddle to dollar considerations 
for the first time. 

Over the years, our air has become 
cleaner and safer because industry has 
had to comply with more stringent 
standards. Lead is no longer poisoning 
our children from the pump. There are 
fewer kids with asthma due to gas pol-
lutants. And oil companies, rather 
than suffering, are now making record 
profits. We don’t have to pass the hat 
for the oil companies. The five largest 
made $137 billion in profit last year and 
$33.5 billion in the first quarter of 2012. 
Our health decisions should be made by 
health experts, not our worst polluters. 

H.R. 4480 continues the policy of the 
112th Congress: if the oil industry asks, 
the oil industry gets, no matter the im-
pact on American families. 

Title II sets up a new interagency bu-
reaucracy to conduct an impossible 
study of the alleged economic impact 
of several EPA rules to reduce pollu-
tion from refineries and fuels—which 
haven’t even been proposed—using data 
that doesn’t exist. In the meantime, 
this title blocks the EPA from final-
izing several air quality protections 
that the oil industry would prefer go 
away. 

Title II does nothing to protect the 
consumer from price spikes at the 
pump or to reduce our country’s de-
pendence on oil. Instead, it is a give-
away to the oil industry under the 
false pretense of lowering gasoline 
prices. 

The oil industry doesn’t want to re-
duce the amount of toxic air pollution 
spewing from its refineries. The oil in-
dustry doesn’t want to produce cleaner 
burning gasoline. The oil industry 
would rather not construct new refin-
eries that are more efficient and less 
damaging to the world’s climate. Oil 
industry executives would prefer to 
pocket all their billions in annual prof-
its rather than invest any of it in mod-
ern, less polluting technology. 

I offered an amendment yesterday 
that would have simply said that the 
unnecessary and impossible study re-
quired under title II would be paid for 
by the one industry that most stands 
to gain from its implementation, Big 
Oil. My amendment was not made in 
order. 

The American people deserve better 
than this. They deserve clean air and 
clean water. They deserve more than a 
few months of a transportation bill. 
They deserve a jobs package that will 
put millions to work, including teach-
ers and construction workers and fire-
fighters and police officers. They de-
serve affordable student loan rates. In-
stead, the Republicans of this House 
have elected to carve out additional 
privileges for Big Oil. 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlelady from Kansas (Ms. JEN-
KINS). 

Ms. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the 
House Energy Action Committee and a 
Representative from an energy State, I 
come to the floor today to support an 
all-of-the-above energy bill and an all- 
of-the-above jobs bill. 

I know firsthand the tremendous eco-
nomic growth and job creation that 
comes from unlocking American-made 
energy. My State of Kansas is under-
going an energy boom. Farmers are 
making money, tractor dealerships are 
selling new tractors, and families are 
paying off loans. Even church contribu-
tions have benefited. 

Sadly, this American success story 
has been attacked by the current ad-
ministration’s repeated rejection of 
policies that would increase domestic 
energy production and create thou-
sands of high-paying American jobs. 

This important legislation strength-
ens our energy security, it removes the 
bureaucratic red tape hindering Amer-
ican energy production, and it creates 
American jobs. 

Simply, we cannot afford to delay ac-
tion that would create thousands of 
jobs. I urge passage of this legislation. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DOYLE), a fine member of 
the subcommittee and a distinguished 
member of the full committee. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this bill before us. 

Today we’re debating a bill that Re-
publicans tell us will embrace an all-of- 
the-above energy strategy. The way 
this bill purports to do this is by open-
ing large swaths of land to oil and gas 
drilling, halting regulations, and gut-
ting the Clean Air Act. It’s clear that 
this is not a true effort to develop an 
all-of-the-above strategy, but instead is 
a narrow-minded approach to oil and 
gas development at any cost. 

Republicans continue to criticize 
President Obama and congressional 
Democrats for opposing efforts to in-
crease U.S. domestic oil production, 
but the facts disprove this notion. The 
President hasn’t agreed with every pro-
posal to expand oil and gas drilling in 
the United States and its territorial 
waters, but he has taken action to open 
up substantial new public lands and 
coastal waters to oil and gas develop-
ment. 

Today, roughly 75 percent of U.S. oil 
reserves on public lands and under our 

coastal waters have been leased out to 
oil drillers. In fact, domestic oil pro-
duction is at an 8-year high, and the 
production of natural gas plant liq-
uids—liquefied petroleum gases that 
are used for fuel—is currently at an all- 
time high of more than 2 million bar-
rels per day. All told, the U.S. Energy 
Information Agency estimates that 
U.S. petroleum production in 2012 will 
average more than 8 million barrels per 
day. 

The number of oil rigs in the United 
States has quadrupled under President 
Obama. At the same time, petroleum 
consumption in the United States has 
dropped by more than 2 million barrels 
per day since its all-time peak in 2006. 
Now, since domestic oil production is 
up and petroleum consumption is 
down, U.S. oil imports are at a 17-year 
low. In fact, the United States is im-
porting 10 percent less oil than it was 8 
years ago. 

Now, one might reasonably conclude 
that since the United States is pro-
ducing more oil and consuming less, oil 
and gas prices would be going down, 
but that’s not happening. Oil and gas 
prices are going up. Well, how can that 
be? Oil prices—and consequently gas 
prices—are rising because, while oil 
consumption may be lower in the 
United States, global demand for oil is, 
in fact, rising. 

Rest assured, this bill does nothing 
to address the real problem of high gas 
prices, and it does nothing to develop a 
real all-of-the-above energy strategy 
for the United States. This bill is going 
nowhere in the Senate, and it’s a true 
disappointment as this Congress’ effort 
to address high gas prices and an ex-
panded energy portfolio. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
bill. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. SCALISE). 

Mr. SCALISE. I thank the gentleman 
from Colorado for his leadership and 
for bringing this legislation to put a 
good energy policy in place in this 
country, which we do not have today 
under President Obama. 

If you look at components of the bill, 
it talks about the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. The President has used the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve as his 
bailout fund, basically, for his failed 
policies. 

b 1700 
He’s raided it. Last year he raided 30 

million barrels from SPR and still, to 
this day, hasn’t replaced that oil. But 
on top of that, the President took 
those dollars, billions of dollars, and 
spent them on unrelated government 
spending. So that’s what the Presi-
dent’s been doing with SPR—using it 
as his personal piggy bank and bailout 
fund for his failed policies. 

The President and others like to talk 
about an all-of-the-above strategy. 
They love to talk about energy produc-
tion never being higher. One thing they 
fail to mention is that energy produc-
tion on Federal lands, where the Fed-
eral Government actually has control, 
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is down. In fact, President Obama’s 
own administration, the Energy Infor-
mation Agency, confirmed again re-
cently that production this year on 
Federal lands is down 30 percent just in 
the Gulf of Mexico from last year. So 
they talk about production being high-
er. It’s higher on private lands where 
they have no control. 

And by the way, through EPA and 
Department of the Interior and other 
Federal agencies they’re trying to reg-
ulate and shut that down right now, 
too. So while they’re bragging about it, 
they’re trying to shut it down. 

Just today, in New Orleans they had 
a lease sale; first lease sale we’ve had 
in more than 2 years. And in fact, it 
shows that there’s tremendous interest 
in exploring for American energy. The 
only problem is there is no more plan 
in place. 

Normally, you always have a 5-year 
plan in this country. By law, the Presi-
dent’s supposed to have a 5-year plan. 
After today, there’s nothing on the 
books for any more future lease sales. 
And, in fact, the proposal that the 
President has been sitting on shuts off 
85 percent of the areas that were get-
ting ready to be opened up for explo-
ration. And what does that lead to? It 
leads to a greater dependency on Mid-
dle Eastern oil, on these foreign coun-
tries that don’t like us. 

The President has shipped tens of 
thousands of energy jobs out of this 
country. We’ve tracked rigs that have 
left the states and gone to places like 
Egypt and Ghana and Brazil. Those 
jobs ought to be here. We ought to be 
creating those jobs here and seeking 
energy independence, and this bill is a 
great start. I urge its support. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s courtesy. 

This bill, sadly, is a missed oppor-
tunity. It would have been an oppor-
tunity to deal with an all-of-the-above 
and a jobs bill, but it simply is not. 

We’re in a situation where domestic 
oil production is strong. And what we 
are looking at, currently they’re talk-
ing about giving out, encouraging more 
land to be locked up for the future, 
rather than using the 25 million acres 
currently authorized for drilling that 
are not being used by oil companies 
today. They would allow people to sit 
on land, paying only $1.50, $2 an acre 
for up to 10 years. 

Now, I think it’s wise for us to be 
able to move forward to encourage en-
ergy production. There would be an op-
portunity here to deal more aggres-
sively with incenting sustainable en-
ergy, clean energy, energy that will be 
with us for decades to come, rather 
than depleting existing resources and 
tying up leases in the future. 

This is an excuse to undermine exist-
ing environmental protections. Why, in 
heaven’s name, would we seek to un-
dermine tailpipe emission regulations 
that are already supported by the auto 
industry? It makes no sense at all. 

It is not wise to have language that 
orders the EPA to consider the cost of 
a clean energy rule, rather than the 
impact on public health, turning on its 
head longstanding priorities. 

I suppose you could diagnose lung 
cancer, but say, well, it’s pretty expen-
sive, so let’s not say that it’s lung can-
cer. Let’s call it a cough. 

Mr. Chairman, it’s important for 
EPA to make the decisions to protect 
public health rather than company 
profits, which are exploding in time. 

This is a missed opportunity. I sug-
gest its rejection. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to inquire as to how much 
time my side has remaining. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col-
orado has 191⁄2 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Illinois has 12 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CANSECO). 

Mr. CANSECO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado for 
yielding time. 

High energy prices are having a nega-
tive impact on our economy and on our 
family budgets. But don’t take my 
word for it. This is what my constitu-
ents have told me firsthand. 

There’s David from Castroville, 
Texas, who wrote: 

As a self-employed carpenter, gas prices for 
a large truck cut into my profits. It is mad-
ness that the USA is not oil and gas inde-
pendent. Energy independence is essential 
for our economy to grow and protect our 
freedom. 

Another constituent, Ray, stated: 
I’m a retired engineer and planned to trav-

el with my wife this summer but had to cur-
tail these plans because of the high cost of 
gasoline. This has cut deeply into my retire-
ment pay and I’m spending more time at 
home because of gasoline prices. 

Mr. Chairman, this isn’t rhetoric 
from Washington insiders, but input 
from working-class Americans who are 
struggling to make ends meet. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Domestic 
Energy and Jobs Act in order to in-
crease energy production, eliminate 
red tape, and create jobs. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI). 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thank the gen-
tleman for his courtesy. 

Facts are really kind of difficult if 
you have to deal with them. The gen-
tleman just spoke about a sad case of 
an individual that wasn’t able to go on 
a trip because of the high price of gaso-
line. He may want to tell that indi-
vidual that the oil industry, on aver-
age, over the last several months, has 
exported over 24 million gallons of gas-
oline a day, 24 million gallons of gaso-
line a day, exported from the United 
States. Maybe that has something to 
do with the high prices. 

But a few other facts. As of March of 
2011, onshore, the Department of the 
Interior offered, between 2009 and 2011, 
6 million acres of land for leasing. The 

oil industry only took 4 million acres. 
As of that time, March 2011, 38 million 
acres of land were under lease. 25 mil-
lion acres of land were inactive. A full 
65 percent of the available leased land 
already in the hands of the oil industry 
was inactive, not explored, not being 
produced. 65 percent unused, inactive. 

Offshore, 37 million acres were under 
lease. 2.4 million acres were active. 70 
percent not being used. 

So why are we here opening more 
land? There’s a reason for it. There is a 
reason why the oil industry wants to 
do this. If they are able to acquire a 
lease, they put it on their books as an 
asset, thereby giving the appearance 
that they have a lot of assets available 
to them, when, in fact, they have no in-
tention to, in the near term, probably 
the next decade or so, actually explore 
and produce. It is a financial game. It 
is not a game of producing oil. 

Now, if we really wanted to do some-
thing, we would immediately put in 
place a production tax credit for the 
wind turbine industry, which is lan-
guishing now because we are refusing, 
Republicans, in this case, refusing to 
put forth a renewal of the production 
tax so that the wind industry can actu-
ally continue to produce energy for our 
Nation. 

So what does it mean? 
There are some 70,000 jobs in the 

wind industry today. Some 17,000 more 
would immediately go into place if the 
production tax credit were in this bill 
and became law. 

What does it mean? 
If we were to enact my bill, H.R. 487, 

those wind turbines would be manufac-
tured in the United States, and thou-
sands more jobs. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RUSH. I yield another 30 seconds 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. The bottom line of 
this: this is simply a play by the oil in-
dustry to gather more assets on their 
balance sheet, at the expense of the en-
vironment and, just as important, at 
the expense of a real, all of the above 
energy policy. 

It’s a sad day that we’re here debat-
ing an energy bill that really doesn’t 
do anything at all to help us meet the 
energy needs of this Nation. There’s 
nothing in this about renewables. It’s 
unfortunate. 

b 1710 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA). 

Mr. LATTA. I appreciate the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. 

This bill comes at a critical time as 
consumers, farmers, and small busi-
nesses are facing high fuel prices and 
as the President is restricting Federal 
leases from oil production while at the 
same time considering releasing oil 
from the United States’ Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. 
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I represent an area of the State of 

Ohio that has the largest number of ag-
riculture producers, manufacturing 
jobs, and small businesses. When you 
look at these numbers, we’d have a 
very high, disproportionate hit for my 
constituents because of high oil prices. 

As this bill requires, all regulations 
should be subject to a thorough anal-
ysis of cost, benefits, and potential 
hurdles to implementation. The Gaso-
line Regulations Act of 2012, which is 
part of this bill, will delay regulations 
that could significantly increase fuel 
prices on consumers, farmers, and 
small businesses while these regula-
tions are under review. It will also pro-
vide some much-needed regulatory re-
lief to refiners, who are struggling to 
stay in business due to the high cost of 
fuel. 

Reducing the costs of refining fuel is 
a great first step, but the key to reduc-
ing fuel prices is to bring more supply 
into the market. The only time that oil 
should be released from the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve is to counter a se-
vere supply interruption. I support leg-
islation that will allow the increased 
access to responsible domestic oil pro-
duction, and for these reasons, I sup-
port the bill. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I would like to yield 
2 minutes to the majority whip, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCARTHY). 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I want 
to thank freshman CORY GARDNER for 
bringing this legislation to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to for one mo-
ment imagine. I want to imagine a 
country, an America that doesn’t have 
40 months of 8 percent unemployment. 
I want to imagine an America with 3 
percent unemployment. Could you 
imagine a country that had a trade def-
icit that was shrunk? Could you imag-
ine a government that, instead of say-
ing it wants to raise taxes, actually cut 
them? Imagine that, in a housing cri-
sis, you’re not sitting with fore-
closures, but you actually need more 
houses to be built and that people are 
flying into the country because the 
jobs are there and it is the place to be. 
I want to imagine, when you go down 
to even work at McDonald’s, you’re 
making $15 an hour. 

A lot of people in this country turn 
on the news and think that’s far-
fetched. They think that’s impossible 
to dream or to even imagine. But do 
you know what? That’s taking place in 
parts of this country. That’s exactly 
what’s happening in North Dakota. 
And why is it happening in North Da-
kota? It’s because they created a State 
energy policy that is unshackled. 

There is a team here, Mr. Chairman, 
that is called the HEAT Team, the 
House Energy Action Team. We went 
across the country and saw all walks of 
life—from California, to driving an 
electric car in Colorado, to going into 
the fields of North Dakota, which is 
where I went. Do you know what? I 

drove past the windmills. I looked at 
new technology which is able to ex-
tract in a much more pinpointed meth-
od and environmentally friendly way 
so that we can get those resources. 
What has it done? It has transformed 
the State with regard to job creation. 
More importantly, it has transformed 
our Nation because, yes, we are import-
ing less today than in 1994, but that’s 
only on private lands, not on public 
lands. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. So 
today, on this floor, we are debating 
something that can change America. 
No longer will you sit back at home 
and think, one day, I could only imag-
ine unemployment low, revenues high, 
and everybody who wants a job can 
have one. 

This bill today is about jobs. It’s 
about jobs that not only create a new 
America but that change our foreign 
policy. It creates a new America in 
which we invest today, and it makes us 
energy independent. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask all to vote 
‘‘aye,’’ and I thank the gentleman for 
bringing it to the floor. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I would like to yield 
1 minute to the majority leader, the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR). 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I rise in support of this legislation 

before us, which will boost domestic 
energy production, spur job creation, 
and grow the economy. 

The Domestic Energy and Jobs Act 
opens up more of our domestic energy 
resources, brings greater certainty to 
leasing on public lands, and does take 
steps to cut red tape that is increasing 
the cost of fuel and blocking energy de-
velopment. Increasing energy produc-
tion on our Nation’s public lands and 
in its waters can create millions of 
jobs, boost the economy, lower energy 
costs, and make America more secure. 

It wasn’t too long ago that an en-
ergy-secure America seemed like an 
unreachable goal. Today, energy secu-
rity is on the horizon because of inno-
vations that have helped increase our 
domestic energy supply and that have 
created thousands of good-paying jobs 
along the way. I saw these innovative 
technologies firsthand a few weeks ago 
when I was out on a deep-sea rig off the 
coast of Louisiana. With this legisla-
tion, we give our Nation’s energy pro-
ducers the certainty they need to in-
vest in the innovations that are essen-
tial to American-made energy and 
American-made jobs. 

The oil and gas industry is the life-
blood of so many communities across 
our Nation, but this President’s poli-
cies have stifled the development of 
many of our Nation’s energy resources. 
Red tape and restrictions coming from 
the Obama administration are keeping 
America’s abundant energy resources 

under lock and key, away from our job- 
creating private sector. 

As a result of some of these policies, 
small businesses are feeling the 
squeeze of high energy costs; families 
planning their summer vacations are 
facing historically high gas prices; and 
new jobs are being sidelined. People are 
wondering, when will things get better? 
They’re looking for leadership out of 
Washington. Frankly, this administra-
tion has not delivered. 

Since the President took office, pro-
duction on public lands has decreased. 
While I welcome the administration’s 
announcement that it is moving for-
ward with a long delayed lease sale in 
the central Gulf of Mexico, it is simply 
unacceptable that this is the first lease 
sale the administration has held in the 
central gulf since 2010. Our Nation’s en-
ergy producers have been ready and 
waiting to put their capital on the line 
to develop our Nation’s resources. 

Delaying decisions critical to energy 
development creates uncertainty and 
slows job creation. In fact, the Obama 
administration has canceled more lease 
sales than it has actually held, so I 
think the big question is, why aren’t 
we doing more? Why aren’t we devel-
oping more of our Nation’s Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, such as that off the 
coast of Virginia, where there is broad 
bipartisan consensus in my State sup-
porting such development? 

After years of watching the President 
fail to embrace a pro-growth energy 
policy, the American people do deserve 
more. The future of our country de-
pends on a true, all-of-the-above energy 
strategy that promotes domestic en-
ergy production, job creation, and eco-
nomic growth. 

By adding certainty to the regu-
latory process, we can promote domes-
tic energy development in an environ-
mentally sensitive way. We can pro-
mote economic growth and get Ameri-
cans back to work. These seven bills, 
as part of the HEAT Team package, 
will help bring down high energy costs, 
which are hurting families and crip-
pling small businesses, so that we can 
then spur the creation of thousands of 
jobs. 

I want to salute and thank the House 
Energy Action Team: the bill’s chief 
sponsor, Congressman CORY GARDNER; 
Congressman ED WHITFIELD; Congress-
men SCOTT TIPTON and MIKE COFFMAN; 
and Congressmen DOUG LAMBORN and 
BILL JOHNSON for putting forward these 
measures that will harness our domes-
tic energy resources. 

Finally, I would like to thank our 
whip, KEVIN MCCARTHY, for his leader-
ship and for bringing all of us together, 
as well as thank Chairman FRED UPTON 
and Chairman DOC HASTINGS for their 
leadership on these measures that are 
essential to our Nation’s competitive-
ness and job creation. 

b 1720 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to one of the most remarkable 
leaders that this Congress has ever 
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seen, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, and I 
would have come up here just for that 
introduction. I thank him so much. 

I am pleased to follow my friend, the 
distinguished majority leader, Mr. CAN-
TOR. I’m going to have some remarks. 
But before I get to those remarks, I 
want to give you some statistics that I 
know you’ll find very interesting. I 
want you to take them to heart. 

The Energy Information Administra-
tion reports that oil production from 
Federal lands and waters was higher 
the first 3 years of the Obama adminis-
tration than the last 3 years of Presi-
dent Bush’s administration. 

In addition, oil imports are at the 
lowest they have been since 1997. In 
2011, U.S. crude oil production reached 
its highest level in 8 years, increasing 
by an estimated 110,000 barrels per day 
over 2010 levels to 5.59 million barrels 
per day. We now produce more than 50 
percent of the crude oil we use domes-
tically. 

The U.S., by the way, has 1,971 rigs in 
operation. The rest of the world has 
1,471. 

The U.S. natural gas production is 
record breaking. In 2011, 28.5 million 
cubic feet. In 1973, which was the pre-
vious record, it was 24 million cubic 
feet. But hear this: In 2005, during the 
Bush administration, it was 5 million 
less. 

Net imports as a share of total con-
sumption has declined from 2005, where 
it was 60 percent in the Bush adminis-
tration, to 2011, where it is 47 percent. 

The administration has announced 
that the 2012–2017 5-year leasing plan 
will open up more than 75 percent of 
our potential offshore oil and gas re-
sources. The U.S. production for Fed-
eral lands on shore is similar to and 
has surpassed the Bush administration. 
In 2005, it was 649 million barrels; in 
2010, it was 739 million barrels, other-
wise known as almost 100 million more 
barrels. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we understand 
that we need to produce and use energy 
in America. Mr. Chairman, we should 
be working, however, together to find 
real solutions to meet our pressing 
challenges. We ought to pass a long- 
term highway bill to create thousands 
of construction jobs. We ought to ad-
dress the looming deadline when stu-
dent loan interest rates are set to go 
up on July 1. We ought to get to work 
on taxes so we can keep low rates in 
place for middle class families. And we 
ought to get serious about comprehen-
sive deficit reduction before we find 
ourselves on the edge of a fiscal cliff 
this year. 

Instead, Mr. Chairman, once again, 
we have a solution looking for a prob-
lem. Our Republican friends have 
called up two bills on the floor this 
week that make this very clear. 

While gas prices have thankfully re-
treated, the first bill would enact an 
extreme drill-only energy strategy that 
won’t lower gasoline prices. That bill is 

notable for what it doesn’t do: invest in 
diverse energy sources that create jobs, 
reduce our oil dependence, and enhance 
energy security; nor does it make our 
Nation a global leader in energy tech-
nology. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RUSH. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 1 minute. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The second bill, which we considered 
yesterday, would impose a radical pol-
icy on our border areas that would un-
dermine security coordination and 
bring polluting industries to some of 
our most pristine parks and historic 
sites, even though our border enforce-
ment officials have said such legisla-
tion is unnecessary. That’s what we 
worked on yesterday. Not jobs, not stu-
dent loans, not transportation, but a 
piece of legislation that they said 
wasn’t necessary. 

These are not what Congress ought to 
be focusing on this week or next week. 
Let’s turn our attention to our most 
pressing issues—student loans, con-
struction jobs, keeping middle class 
taxes low, and reducing deficits—in-
stead of wasting the American people’s 
time on partisan bills that won’t solve 
any of our real problems. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m hopeful that ei-
ther in the next 24 hours or in the next 
9 days we will, in fact, pass a jobs bill 
that will create jobs, and everybody 
knows that that’s the highway bill. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Mary-
land. 

Mr. HOYER. The Senate has passed a 
highway bill in a bipartisan fashion 
with half of the Republicans in the 
United States Senate voting for it, and 
with a very conservative Republican 
ranking member, JIM INHOFE, and a 
very liberal chairwoman, BARBARA 
BOXER, who came together and had the 
ability to compromise and come to 
agreement. 

I tell my friends on the Republican 
side, that’s what the American people 
want us to do. If we do that, it will 
raise the confidence of our people, of 
our business community, of our coun-
try. That will be the best thing we can 
do for our country, to come together in 
a bipartisan fashion, as the United 
States Senate did, and act. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlelady 
from Alabama (Mrs. ROBY). 

Mrs. ROBY. I thank the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act. 

Oil accounts for 37 percent of U.S. en-
ergy demand, with 71 percent directed 
to fuels that are used in transpor-
tation. Our energy policy is vitally im-
portant to our national and economic 
security. It’s especially as important 
to the mother who drives her children 
to school as it is the business owner 

who operates a fleet of delivery vehi-
cles. When the price of gasoline in-
creases, Americans hurt. 

Last year, the price of gasoline in-
creased 81 cents per gallon. That is why 
I do support an all-of-the-above ap-
proach to energy. This includes open-
ing up new areas for American energy 
exploration, transitioning to renewable 
and alternative energy, and using more 
clean and reliable nuclear. 

The President in his last State of the 
Union stated the same belief, but this 
administration has done nothing to 
back up that statement. The executive 
branch is using the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve for political purposes by 
imposing overburdensome regulations 
on refineries and placing obstacles to 
increasing permitting and leasing on 
Federal lands for gas and oil produc-
tion. 

During this administration, we have 
seen a drastic decrease of oil produc-
tion on federally owned lands at a time 
with high gas prices. From 2010 to 2011, 
there has been a 14 percent decrease. 
The Domestic Energy and Jobs Act will 
enable job creators in the energy indus-
try and increase domestic energy pro-
duction here at home. 

The legislation that is before us 
today will turn the tide on this admin-
istration’s actions, or lack thereof, and 
allow our Nation to move forward on 
our Nation’s energy production, there-
by increasing jobs and bringing us clos-
er to energy independence. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this bill. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to how much time is remain-
ing on this side? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Illi-
nois has 3 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from Colorado has 111⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. COHEN). 

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. RUSH. I 
appreciate the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 4480. This is a bill that is totally 
a giveaway to Big Oil. 

The fact is, if we want to be energy 
independent, we can’t drill our way to 
energy independence. We can get there 
by having alternative green energies 
that will create jobs and make us inde-
pendent. We can have wind and solar, 
and we can have higher fuel standards 
for automobiles. That’s the best thing 
we can do is reduce the demand for oil 
by having higher fuel standards, which 
we don’t have in this bill. Regarding 
the price of oil and making ourselves 
energy independent, it’s not going to 
happen. 

My colleagues on the other side—at 
least some of them—have for quite a 
while, about 2 or 3 months ago, blamed 
the rising prices of gasoline on Presi-
dent Obama. Gasoline has come down 
considerably since that time. Has one 
person had the veracity, the biparti-
sanship to say, Mr. President, thank 
you for bringing the price of oil down? 
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No, they haven’t, because the Presi-
dent didn’t bring the price of oil down, 
just like he didn’t take the price of oil 
up. It’s political rhetoric to say he 
caused the prices to go up, and it would 
be wrong to say he brought them down. 

b 1730 

There are world markets, demand in 
China, demand in India, demand even 
in Bangkok; and those demands have 
put the price of oil up. The situation in 
Iran with Israel has created concerns 
about the future of oil shipments 
through the Strait of Hormuz. Because 
of that, prices went up. That situation 
has been rectified. 

This bill is only a giveaway to Big 
Oil. It threatens people’s First Amend-
ment rights because it says they have 
to put up a $5,000 bond simply to pro-
test. It threatens jobs. In many indus-
tries—the outdoors industry—it threat-
ens public health and people’s oppor-
tunity to be free from air pollution. It 
threatens hunting, fishing, and recre-
ation and grazing because it violates 
the multiple-use doctrines established 
in the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act. 

This is not a good bill for America. 
And to be energy independent, we need 
to find green energy and green jobs. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 90 seconds to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY). 

(Mr. CONAWAY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chair, I rise 
today in strong support for the Domes-
tic Energy and Jobs Act of 2012 because 
I personally know the importance of 
the oil and gas industry to the future 
of America. 

I am fortunate to call West Texas 
home. Growing up in the Permian 
Basin has given me a better perspective 
on what it means to produce the raw 
resources that our Nation needs to 
power its industry. It is a perspective 
that has come from working on a drill-
ing rig in Fort Stockton, Texas, drill-
ing miles and miles below the surface 
of the Earth. 

It’s this pursuit of oil and gas miles 
below our feet that is reinvigorating 
pockets of the American economy from 
Texas to Pennsylvania to North Da-
kota. The work is hard, but the re-
wards can be great. Not just for the 
producers, but also for the roughnecks, 
the thousands of small and large firms 
that support the drilling activity, and 
the communities that host them. 

Our Nation relies and prospers, Mr. 
Chairman, on affordable, abundant en-
ergy like oil and gas. This bill will en-
sure that not only do we have afford-
able energy, but that Americans are 
put back to work producing it. 

The oil and gas industry on private 
lands is thriving in spite of this admin-
istration’s attempt to slowly suffocate 
it. Today’s legislation would reverse 
the glacial pace of permitting and the 
pointless regulations designed solely to 
slow down production on Federal lands. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill will do the 
things that the President’s stimulus 
act has failed to do. It will drive in-
vestment into American businesses and 
will put Americans back to work, just 
like the oil and gas industry has been 
doing in District 11 for over 80 years. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I intend to 
close, so I will reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time, I would like to yield 11⁄2 min-
utes to another gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FLORES). 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Domestic En-
ergy and Jobs Act of 2012. 

Every developed economy in the 
world looks to their own resources as 
assets to fuel their economic growth. 
Yet many folks in Washington view our 
domestic energy resources as a liabil-
ity. Unelected and unaccountable Fed-
eral bureaucrats continue to dream up 
ways to lock up, restrict, tax, or other-
wise regulate these assets away from 
benefiting the American people. 

This is an issue of critical impor-
tance for our economic security, our 
national security, our energy security, 
and most importantly for the opportu-
nities that we hope to leave for future 
generations. 

We desperately need the stability 
that comes from unlocking access and 
tapping into our American energy re-
sources. The Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act does just that by allowing us to 
pursue an all-of-the-above energy plan 
that removes unwarranted government 
roadblocks to domestic energy produc-
tion and supply. 

This bill will also help reduce our 
Federal deficits and our trade deficits. 
In the case of the former, it helps to re-
duce our Federal deficit in multiple 
ways: one, by growing the American 
economy and American jobs; two, by 
increasing royalties and lease pay-
ments to the Federal Treasury; and, 
three, by reducing the cost of our en-
ergy for the American economy. In the 
case of the latter, increased production 
of American energy will result in lower 
oil imports from foreign sources and 
reduced payments for those imports, 
thereby keeping more American money 
at home to rebuild our economy. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Domestic Energy and Jobs Act, which 
would create jobs, grow our economy, 
reduce our dependence on unstable 
Middle Eastern oil, improve our na-
tional security, and restore the Amer-
ican Dream for future generations. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this point I would like to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. LANDRY), my freshman col-
league. 

Mr. LANDRY. Mr. Chairman, here 
are some facts: an estimated 13 million 
Americans are out of work. The State 
of Colorado’s unemployment rate is 8.1 
percent, which correlates with the na-
tional unemployment rate. Today, the 
State of Colorado’s estimated reserves 
are 1 billion barrels of oil. 

In 1995, the State of North Dakota’s 
estimated reserves were 151 million 
barrels. Today, those reserves have 
been increased to 4.2 billion barrels of 
oil; yet today, the State of North Da-
kota’s unemployment rate is 3 percent. 
What do those facts tell us? Those facts 
tell us that drilling equals jobs, Mr. 
Chairman. And it’s very simple. In 
North Dakota, they are drilling on pri-
vate lands. They are driving unemploy-
ment rates down. 

Please, if the President wants a jobs 
plan, it is here. And I urge all Members 
to vote for this bill. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time I would like to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support for H.R. 4480, a 
bill that promises to open up more pub-
lic land to energy development and to 
streamline burdensome rules and 
heavy-handed regulations that now 
thwart new domestic energy develop-
ment in the United States. 

The President and the Democratic- 
led Senate continue to obstruct the 
utilization of America’s enormous nat-
ural resources. What are they? These 
resources are a God-given asset that 
has elevated the well-being and pros-
perity of our people ever since the time 
of our Nation’s founding. Now, when we 
need the wealth of those resources 
more than ever, we suffer the obstruc-
tionism of our own government. 

The President has prevented the con-
struction of the Keystone XL pipeline. 
The President has shut down oil and 
gas production offshore. And most re-
cently, this administration—and per-
haps most heinously—this administra-
tion has moved forward with plans to 
add onerous rules and regulations on a 
new and emerging technology. The ef-
forts of this administration are mind- 
boggling because there is no evidence 
that this technology has done any 
harm to our people, and there is ample 
evidence that this technology would 
produce significant economic growth, 
thus jobs. And I am referring to, of 
course, fracking, which has clearly 
been targeted by the President and by 
his environmental gestapo friends. 

While we are talking today and while 
we are trying to determine whether or 
not we are going to be using more re-
sources, gasoline prices are changing 
the lifestyle of the American people. 
We’re talking about people who are 
paying $3.50 a gallon and, in my State, 
$4 a gallon. Why are we allowing our 
people—13 million people who are cur-
rently out of work and suffering under 
these conditions—why are we adding 
such costs for them to bear? 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What we need, 
Mr. Chair, is we need to make sure that 
we move forward, as this bill will do, to 
ensure that we are fulfilling our com-
mitment to the American people to do 
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everything we can to make sure that 
they will live in prosperity and free-
dom and hope for a better life for their 
children. 

This has always been tied to the uti-
lization of natural resources, and this 
bill will ensure that our people will 
benefit from those gifts that God gave 
us underneath our ground and public 
lands. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, at 
this point I would like to yield 1 
minute to another freshman, Mr. 
GOSAR from Arizona. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chair, outside these 
walls people across our country are suf-
fering. Electric bills and gasoline 
prices are increasing as we enter the 
heat of the summer. 

b 1740 
Over 13 million Americans are still 

without work. Our constituents are 
counting on us to take action. 

The Republican-led House has been 
leading the way with solutions to our 
country’s energy problems. The bill be-
fore us today, the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act, is just another part of that 
agenda. It will remove government 
roadblocks and bureaucratic red tape 
that hinder onshore oil, natural gas, 
and renewable energy production and 
facilitate job creation. This act truly 
embraces an all-of-the-above approach 
that our country so desperately needs. 

A country is only as strong as its 
people. Henry Ford II once said: 

What’s right about America is although we 
have a mess of problems, we have great ca-
pacity—intellect and resources—to do some-
thing about them. 

Let’s use that capacity to address our 
country’s energy crisis and put people 
back to work. I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act. 

Mr. RUSH. I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. I am prepared to 
close. I have no further requests for 
time. 

Mr. RUSH. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

There is widespread opposition to the 
Republican oil-above-all bill. The 
Obama administration opposes the Re-
publican bill. Its Statement of Admin-
istration Policy says: 

The administration strongly opposes H.R. 
4480, which would undermine the Nation’s 
energy security, roll back policies that sup-
port the continued growth of safe and re-
sponsible energy production in the United 
States, discourage environmental analysis 
and civic engagement in Federal decision-
making, and impede progress on important 
Clean Air Act rules to protect the health of 
American families. 

If the President were presented with 
H.R. 4480, his senior advisers would rec-
ommend that he veto the bill. Numer-
ous public health organizations oppose 
this bill, including the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics and various others. 

Mr. Chair, this bill is nonsensical and 
is another bill in a long list of Big Oil 
giveaways pushed by the most anti-en-
vironmental House in the history of 
our Nation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GARDNER. I would just inquire 

how much time I have remaining. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

California has 4 minutes remaining. 
Mr. GARDNER. I thank the Chair 

and I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Sixty four thousand eight hundred 
five jobs, $4.3 billion in wages, $14.9 bil-
lion in annual economic impact. That 
is the number of jobs, the amount of 
wages, and the economic impact that 
we would have seen today if not for the 
backlog of BLM projects over the past 
3 years. 

Sixty-five thousand jobs. There are 22 
proposed projects in the Western 
United States that would create nearly 
121,000 jobs. 

Over the past few years, we have seen 
gas prices increase dramatically: $3.50, 
$3.60, $3.70. Since we’ve heard debate on 
the House floor tonight, they’re going 
down. Even a flood can be lowered by a 
foot the next day, but it’s still a flood. 
Our constituents who are paying $60, 
$70 to fill up with a tank of gas to drive 
their families to school, trying to put 
food on the table, to get to work, can-
not afford high energy prices year after 
year. 

This bill presents us with an oppor-
tunity to create jobs to build on Amer-
ican energy independence, to make 
sure that we are doing the one thing 
that we set out to do, and that is im-
prove the economic chances of this 
country, our competitiveness, and the 
lives of our constituents. But they 
can’t do it with gas prices exceeding $3, 
$4. What’s next? Because here we are 
again. 

The policies presented in this bill 
will allow us to cut through red tape 
and to increase exploration on our 
great lands in the Western United 
States across this country in an envi-
ronmentally responsible fashion. It will 
allow us to make sure that when we ac-
cess the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
because of a supply problem that we’re 
also addressing a long-term supply fix 
instead of just quick-fix politics. 

We have an opportunity to make sure 
that when it comes to the regulations 
that are driving up the price of gaso-
line—and they have a real impact; we 
have both heard before our committee 
testimony from EPA administrators 
who say, yes, it will increase the price 
of gasoline—we stop and take a look 
before we leap to make sure that we 
are analyzing to understand the impact 
they will have on our constituents, who 
continue to suffer. 

The best way to improve our econ-
omy is to make sure that we are 
unleashing every sector of our econ-
omy. And yes, that means renewable 
energy. This bill includes renewable 
energy. It takes a 4-year look at renew-
able energy on public lands, to take ad-
vantage of our opportunity with solar 
on Federal lands, with wind on Federal 
lands. But we will not sit idly by while 
our constituents pay thousands of dol-
lars a more each year to put fuel in the 

tank, competing with the food on their 
table. 

And so, Mr. Chair, this bill presents 
us all with a great chance to increase 
our energy supply, create American 
jobs, and make sure that we under-
stand the full ramifications of regula-
tions and drawdowns of the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve before we act. And I 
think it’s important that we send one 
strong message to our constituents 
that we’ve heard you. We’ve heard you 
loud and clear. And we are going to do 
everything we can to improve our econ-
omy, bring down the cost of energy, 
create jobs. That’s when this Congress 
will do our job. This Congress will do 
our job when we pass this legislation, 
and I urge passage of H.R. 4480. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the legislation that 
we are debating and considering today 
is a clear all-of-the-above plan to in-
crease American energy production, to 
lower gasoline prices, and to reduce our 
dependence on unstable foreign energy. 
But more than anything else, Mr. 
Chairman, this is a bill about creating 
jobs. The Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act creates good-paying permanent 
jobs that will put people back to work 
and help grow our economy. 

The only thing that the Obama ad-
ministration has been more hostile to 
than American job creation, Mr. Chair-
man, is American energy production. 
Frankly, that shouldn’t surprise any-
one because the two do go hand-in- 
hand. 

President Obama likes to talk about 
an all-of-the-above energy plan. But in 
reality, it’s a nothing-from-America 
energy plan. This administration has 
consistently said ‘‘no’’ to new Amer-
ican energy production while happily 
forcing hardworking American tax-
payers to spend over $1 million a 
minute on foreign energy. 

President Obama doesn’t want to 
drill for oil in Utah; perhaps he’d rath-
er get it from Venezuela. President 
Obama doesn’t want to drill for natural 
gas in New Mexico; perhaps he’d rather 
get it from Yemen. 

b 1750 

President Obama doesn’t want to de-
velop our oil shale in Colorado; perhaps 
he’d rather get oil from OPEC. 

President Obama doesn’t want to im-
port oil from our friends in Canada by 
approving the Keystone pipeline; per-
haps he’d rather import oil from coun-
tries that aren’t our friends in the Mid-
dle East. 

Finally, President Obama doesn’t 
want to drill off America’s coasts, but 
he doesn’t seem to mind Fidel Castro 
drilling 60 miles from America. And he 
doesn’t seem to mind giving Brazil bil-
lions of dollars to help them drill off 
their coasts and then promise to be 
their ‘‘best customer.’’ 

The American people need to under-
stand that this administration has 
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taken this country in exactly the 
wrong direction when it comes to de-
veloping our vast energy resources. 
While President Obama has been 
digging the United States into massive 
fiscal deficits, he has also gotten 
America into an energy deficit on Fed-
eral lands from which it could take 
years to recover. 

Energy production on Federal lands 
is one of our best opportunities for job 
creation and energy security. But time 
and again, that production has been 
blocked or delayed by this administra-
tion. Under this administration, from 
2010–2011, oil production on Federal 
lands fell by 14 percent. And natural 
gas production on these same lands fell 
by 11 percent. Mr. Chairman, this is in 
stark contrast to the oil and natural 
gas production on State and private 
lands because that production has 
boomed. 

American energy equals American 
jobs. It’s a simple formula for job cre-
ation and economic growth, but clearly 
it’s one that this administration 
doesn’t seem to understand. Maybe 
that’s because they just don’t know 
how desperate Americans are for jobs. 
Just a few weeks ago, with unemploy-
ment above 8 percent and 23 million 
Americans looking for work, our Presi-
dent told the American people that the 
private sector is doing ‘‘just fine.’’ 
Well, if you don’t know what the prob-
lem is, how can you possibly know how 
to fix it? 

Mr. Chairman, in summary, this is 
the same President that has issued the 
lowest number of onshore energy leases 
since 1984. This is the same President 
who talks about an all-of-the-above en-
ergy plan, but actively blocks ability 
to produce more oil and natural gas 
and coal, and specifically doing so on 
public lands. For President Obama, 
‘‘all of the above’’ is just a politically 
convenient slogan. But for House Re-
publicans, it’s a real job-creating en-
ergy policy. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote for 
the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act to 
put Americans back to work and make 
us less dependent on foreign sources. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
My colleagues, the short title of this 

bill, the Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act, spells out the word D-E-J-A. But 
what we’re seeing here is not just deja 
vu, the feeling that we’ve seen all these 
Big Oil giveaways before. No, this bill 
is a deja preview, a look ahead into 
what the Romney administration 
would do if elected and had a GOP 
House and Senate to fully implement 
the oil companies’ legislative agenda 
and block all efforts to help clean en-
ergy. 

There’s been a lot of discussion of the 
DREAM Act recently, but the bill we 
have before us today is really the Big 
Oil dream act. This package represents 
everything Big Oil could ever possibly 
dream up to drill on our public lands 
and roll back public health protections. 

As the world gathers in Rio de Janei-
ro right now to try to head off cata-
strophic global warming from the burn-
ing of fossil fuels, here we are in the 
House of Representatives looking for 
ways to give more benefits to fossil 
fuel industries. 

And as America’s wind and solar 
companies look to hire more American 
workers, here we are in the GOP-con-
trolled House, where the Republican 
leadership refused to make my amend-
ment in order to establish national 
goals for wind and solar, clean energy 
and energy efficiency. They won’t even 
allow that debate to take place on the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
during what they say is the big energy 
debate for America. Can you imagine, 
it’s 2012, we are having a big energy de-
bate, big, big debate on the energy fu-
ture of our country, and the words 
‘‘wind’’ and ‘‘solar’’ are not going to be 
permitted by the Republicans to be out 
here on the House floor and being de-
bated. And by the way, did I throw in 
biomass? Did I throw in geothermal? 
Did I throw in energy efficiency? They 
won’t allow the words to be spoken. 
There’s a gag order here, a big gag 
order by the Republicans. No debating 
that. 

And then they have the temerity to 
call it an all-of-the-above bill. Oh, a 
comprehensive energy plan without 
wind, without solar, without geo-
thermal, without biomass, without 
plug-in hybrids or energy efficiency de-
bated out here because they have a gag 
order. They prohibit any debating of 
those issues on the House floor. And 
yet here they are, saying it’s an all-of- 
the-above energy bill. 

Great. Great. So fair. Fair and 
square. A real debate. Let all the Mem-
bers decide what our energy future 
looks like. 

But before the end of this year, the 
Republicans are allowing all of the tax 
breaks for the wind industry to expire. 
And what are they doing? They are ac-
tually going to continue the $4 billion 
a year that ExxonMobil and Chevron 
get. That’s fair, huh? A gag order on 
even mentioning wind and solar out 
here as part of an amendment, a de-
bate, $4 billion for the oil industry. 
And by the way, let’s take a look at 
what’s going on in oil production in the 
United States. 

Oh, by the way, did you hear the 
news? It’s now at an 18-year high. 
Obama, drill, baby, drill. Obama, what 
a great job. An 18-year high under 
Barack Obama, way better than George 
Bush. Way better. You have to go back 
to almost a time when a kid who’s 
graduating from high school has no 
memory of. It’s 18 years ago the last 
time there was this much oil drilling in 
the United States—Federal, State, pri-
vate lands. 

But if you listen to the Republicans, 
they’re saying there’s not enough 
breaks for ExxonMobil. No, no, no, we 
have to give them more. This poor, be-
leaguered company, and all of the 
other oil companies of the same size, 

they have been beleaguered as they are 
now at an 18-year peak in oil produc-
tion in the United States. And you 
know who’s beating them up—wind and 
solar, geothermal, biomass, plug-in hy-
brids. Very scary things to the Repub-
lican. So scary that because they con-
trol the Speakership, because they con-
trol the Rules Committee, we’re not al-
lowed to debate wind and solar. 
They’re prohibiting it today. An abso-
lute, all-out prohibition this week on 
the discussion of wind and solar. Huh? 

When I asked to have an amendment 
be put in place that we could debate 
whether or not we had a national re-
newable electricity standard for the 
whole country, setting goals for what 
our country should have for wind and 
solar by the year 2020, you know what 
they said: No, we’re gagging you. You 
can’t have that debate out on the 
House floor. You can’t even raise the 
words ‘‘wind’’ and ‘‘solar.’’ 

Yet they’re going to keep coming out 
here saying we’re for all of the above. 
All of the above that Exxon and Shell 
and BP want. Right on their list. And 
do you know where wind and solar are 
on the BP and ExxonMobil list? Oh, 
they just forgot to put it on their list. 
And that’s what we get to debate out 
here, and it’s going to be called an all- 
of-the-above energy future. 

Well, let me tell you something—the 
American people deserve a lot better. 
They really do have a real sense that 
America has to be the leader in these 
new energy technologies. And Presi-
dent Obama has done his best or else 
we would not be at an 18-year high. 

By the way, there are more oil rigs 
drilling in the United States for oil 
today—are you ready for this—than all 
of the other countries in the world 
combined. Barack Obama, drill, baby, 
drill. You are really doing the job. 
More oil rigs right here in the United 
States right now drilling than all the 
rest of the world combined. 

But you’re going to listen to these 
Republicans talk as though somehow 
or other, although ExxonMobil and BP 
and Shell are reporting the largest 
profits of any corporation in the his-
tory of the world, that they are being 
discriminated against. 

b 1800 

What do ExxonMobil and BP expect? 
They expect there to be a gag applied 
out here on the floor so we cannot de-
bate wind and solar, we cannot debate 
biomass and geothermal, we cannot de-
bate energy efficiency. And yet we’re 
supposed to sit over here in silence and 
listen to them say that they have an 
all-of-the-above energy strategy when 
we all know their entire strategy is oil 
above all—as a matter in fact, to ex-
clude all else, exclude it, can’t even de-
bate it. They actually passed a rule 
here last night prohibiting us from de-
bating wind and solar, from debating 
the future, from unleashing this tech-
nological revolution. 

And why is that the case? I’ll tell you 
why it’s the case. Because in the last 5 
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years there have been 45,000 new 
megawatts of wind installed here in the 
United States. In this year, there will 
be 4,000 new megawatts of solar in-
stalled in the United States. Do you 
know who hates that? ExxonMobil 
hates that. Shell, BP, they hate it. 
Peabody Coal, Arch Coal, they hate it. 
They see this new clean energy future 
unfolding. 

Out here on the floor of the House, as 
we debate the big energy bill here of 
2012, I’m prohibited, as the senior Dem-
ocrat, from bringing out an amend-
ment that talks about wind and solar, 
that talks about geothermal and bio-
mass, that talks about energy effi-
ciency. I’m not allowed to bring it out 
here. So this is not an auspicious day 
for the United States Congress. 

If there were any kernel of truth 
about Obama and his incredible work 
here, lifting us to an 18-year high in 
total oil production in the United 
States—by the way, since Bush left, 
since he left, we have dropped from 
being 57 percent dependent upon im-
ported oil down to 45 percent dependent 
upon imported oil. Did Bush do that? 
No. Did Bush’s father do that? No. 
Barack Obama did that, ladies and gen-
tlemen. And what Barack Obama is 
saying, in addition to the dramatic de-
cline in the amount of oil that we im-
port from the Middle East, I would also 
like to add wind and solar and geo-
thermal and biomass and energy effi-
ciency. And they’re saying, oh, no, it’s 
already going too fast. This dependence 
thing is already happening much too 
fast for us. 

And, by the way, this revolution in 
wind and solar and geothermal, people 
might start driving cars that are all 
electric and dependent upon wind and 
solar to give them the electricity so 
they don’t even have to go into a gas 
station. 

Do you know what they’re really 
afraid of? They’re afraid that what is 
going to happen to them is what hap-
pened to the typewriter, that in 20 
years we went from everyone using a 
typewriter to everyone using a com-
puter. People have to look into a his-
tory book to now find what a type-
writer looks like. It only took 20 years. 
They can see this wind and solar revo-
lution happening so fast that they’re 
afraid that in 2030 a kid won’t even 
know how to fill up a car with gasoline 
because they’ll be plugging in the car 
at home with solar and wind-generated 
electricity. That’s what they’re most 
afraid of. 

That’s what this debate is really all 
about and that’s why there’s a gag on 
the Democrats, why we’re not allowed 
to talk about wind and solar and geo-
thermal and biomass and energy effi-
ciency. Oh, I’m sorry, we’re allowed to 
talk about it, we’re just not allowed to 
have an amendment out here on the 
floor. We’re just not allowed to put ev-
eryone on record as to where they 
stand on those issues. We’re just not 
allowed to do that. You cannot have an 
amendment out here on the floor. 

So this is the full extent of our abil-
ity to help those industries, those com-
petitive industries, those Microsofts 
and Googles and eBays and Hulus and 
YouTubes of the energy industry get 
out there and reinvent the way in 
which we generate electricity here in 
our country. That’s what this debate is 
really all about. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I’m very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. LAMBORN), author of one of 
the provisions in this. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. This energy package will 
unlock some of the vast resources this 
country has been blessed with, create 
stable jobs to put Americans back to 
work, and ensure America’s energy se-
curity for the future. 

While President Obama believes that 
the private sector is doing fine with an 
unemployment rate of over 8 percent 
and 23 million Americans looking for 
work, more Americans on food stamps 
than ever before, the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics tells us far too many 
Americans are not doing fine. And 
while private sector oil and gas are 
booming, our Federal lands are left be-
hind. 

Rather than encouraging and imple-
menting policies that will create jobs 
for Americans, the Democrats and the 
Obama administration unfortunately 
support antienergy, job-destroying 
policies and have refused to act on or 
have reversed policies that would have 
created jobs for Americans and allowed 
for the development of American-made 
energy. 

The Strategic Energy Production Act 
of 2012 takes the steps necessary to in-
crease production of American-made 
energy and creates stable jobs for 
Americans. The plan, lease, permit pro-
visions from the Natural Resources 
Committee in this legislation requires 
the administration to create a defini-
tive, all-of-the-above, 4-year produc-
tion plan to ensure American produc-
tion of conventional—and, yes, renew-
able—energy to meet our energy needs. 

While the administration has been 
unwilling to make land available for 
energy production, this legislation re-
quires that they annually lease land 
for onshore development to ensure that 
the energy production process moves 
forward. It also streamlines the per-
mitting process to ensure the expedi-
tious and timely permitting of approv-
als. The legislation also ensures that 
understaffed and underfunded BLM 
field offices receive the funding they 
need to keep up with their workloads. 

In addition to these reforms, this leg-
islation opens one of our most prom-
ising areas for energy production: the 
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, 
which would expand American energy 
production and support current energy 
jobs for Alaska. 

Finally, this legislation brings oil 
and natural gas leasing into the 21st 

century by allowing the BLM the au-
thority to conduct Internet lease sales. 

This legislation will take huge 
strides in securing our Nation’s energy 
future. It will lessen our dependence on 
foreign sources of oil and create good- 
paying jobs for Americans across the 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
TONKO). 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 4480, which I heard 
my good friend and colleague from 
Massachusetts, Representative MAR-
KEY, refer to as the ‘‘Déjà Preview Act’’ 
or the ‘‘Big Oil Drain Act.’’ 

Any student of history will tell you 
that the Congress was not designed to 
be efficient—while there were some 
good reasons for that—but deliberately 
celebrating that particular design of 
Congress with yet another partisan, 
short-sighted piece of legislation that 
moves United States energy policy 
backward is truly disappointing. 

H.R. 4480 leaves our energy policy 
stuck somewhere in the 1950s. While 
other nations are making serious in-
vestments to diversify their energy 
supplies, support new clean energy 
businesses, and become less dependent 
on traditional fossil fuels, we are 
marching in place. 

H.R. 4480, with its gag order on re-
newables and energy efficiency, is an-
other missed opportunity and a waste 
of time. H.R. 4480 is nothing more than 
a wish list for Big Oil companies at a 
time when these companies are making 
record profits on the backs of Amer-
ica’s taxpayers and her middle class. 

Our energy crisis isn’t that we need 
to drill for more oil. In fact, we’re ac-
tually quite good at it as we saw in 
Representative MARKEY’s presentation. 
This bill will only make us more de-
pendent on a limited resource that is 
priced on the global market and enjoys 
a century-old taxpayer giveaway while 
making record profits on the backs of 
our middle class. 

The answer to our energy crisis is to 
diversify our supply, support new clean 
energy businesses, become less depend-
ent on fossil fuels—to focus on the de-
mand side of the energy equation as 
much as we do our supply side. 

While we consider this bill, policies 
that would provide modest assistance 
to companies that are working on 
solar, wind, fuel cells, combined heat 
and power, geothermal and energy effi-
ciency, to name a few, are languishing 
in committee. 

b 1810 

These are the technologies that will 
take us into the future, a bold future. 
True, they are not yet ready to provide 
all the energy we need, but that is all 
the more reason for us to help them 
move forward aggressively. 

Jobs in the industries I’ve men-
tioned, good-paying jobs, are at risk 
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due to our failure to renew the produc-
tion tax credit, the 1603 program, and 
the research and development tax cred-
it. We are stifling job growth and inno-
vation with this act. 

Eventually, traditional fossil fuels 
will run out. Already, the human 
health and environmental costs of ex-
tracting and using these fuels have 
risen tremendously. We choose to ig-
nore this at our peril, or at least at the 
peril of the next generation and gen-
erations to come. 

Over the past 40 years, the Clean Air 
Act has shown we can have both clean 
air and a vibrant economy. Since 1960, 
air pollution has decreased by more 
than 70 percent, while the economy has 
grown by more than 200 percent. 

But this bill is likely to eliminate 
jobs, while making the air we breathe 
more toxic. But that doesn’t seem to 
matter to the majority in the House. It 
does so by eliminating standards for 
cleaner vehicles and cleaner fuels, like-
ly costing nearly 25,000 jobs a year for 
3 years. Yet more backward motion. 

The public lands policy put forward 
today and in yesterday’s legislation is 
an insult to the previous generations 
whose foresight and concern for future 
generations granted us a rich inherit-
ance of natural resources in our wild-
life refuges, wilderness areas, and na-
tional parks. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. TIPTON), an author of one of the 
provisions of the bill. 

Mr. TIPTON. Thank you, Chairman 
HASTINGS, for yielding me time. 

America has always had a competi-
tive advantage as a Nation. It’s been 
the entrepreneurship, the hard work, 
the innovation of the American people. 
But we’ve also always had a different 
advantage as well—affordable energy 
in this country. We see that now im-
periled. 

In 1979, Jimmy Carter challenged this 
Nation to move to energy self-suffi-
ciency. Decade after decade it has not 
been addressed. This piece of legisla-
tion is to move America fully into the 
21st century, to be able to secure for us 
and for our children this land of lib-
erty, opportunity, and growth. It 
comes with American energy. 

The ranking member from Massachu-
setts, I have good news for you. When 
you read the actual legislation that is 
put forward, it states in my portion of 
the bill, the Planning for American En-
ergy Act of 2012, page 16, line 16, calling 
on the Secretary of the Interior to de-
velop a plan for American energy. 

What does it say? 
Creating the best estimate, based upon 

commercial and scientific data of the ex-
pected increase in megawatts for electricity 
production from each of the following 
sources: wind, solar, biomass, hydropower, 
and geothermal energy produced on Federal 
lands. 

The very thing you asked for is in 
the bill. We have an opportunity to be 
able to create an American energy fu-

ture in this Nation, to be able to secure 
for our children that birthright that 
many of us grew up believing was an 
American birthright—the right to be 
able to live that American Dream—to 
be able to put Americans back to work. 

The Planning for American Energy 
Act of 2012, my portion of this bill, 
speaks to that commonsense, all-of- 
the-above proposal that we all seek: 
wind, solar, geothermal, hydroelectric, 
using the minerals, the resources, the 
natural gas, the oil that we find on 
American soil. 

When we see what is happening right 
now in the Middle East, when we see at 
the gas pump our prices doubled from 
just 3 short years ago, when we talk to 
senior citizens on fixed incomes who 
are finding out when they turn on that 
light switch that their bill has in-
creased, is it time, is it appropriate for 
us to seek an American energy solu-
tion? The time has come. The day has 
arrived. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. STUTZMAN). 
The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. TIPTON. Rather than encour-
aging energy development off of our 
shores, as the President has done with 
his $2 billion loan guarantee to Brazil 
to develop their energy sources, if 
we’re going to make those kind of in-
vestments, if we’re going to look to 
that type of future, would it not be bet-
ter for us to develop American energy 
on American soil to put Americans 
back to work and create American en-
ergy certainty? That day has come. 
The time is now. 

This is a good piece of legislation for 
American security and American jobs. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself 1 
minute. 

I thank the gentleman from Colo-
rado. 

Yes, what the Republicans are saying 
is, in their bill, that they want a study 
for 4 years of wind and solar. A study? 

Well, maybe they should study the 
fact that it’s very sunny in Florida. It’s 
very windy out in the Midwest and, as 
a matter of fact, so sunny and so windy 
that there have been 45,000 megawatts 
of wind installed over the last 6 years 
in the United States, that there’s going 
to be 4,000 new megawatts of solar in-
stalled in the United States just this 
year. 

So maybe the Republicans should 
study the studies that are already out 
there, and maybe they could actually 
look over and ask the coal industry 
what they’re thinking as they’ve 
dropped from 51 percent of all elec-
trical generation down to 36 percent of 
all electrical generation in the last 5 
years. 

Maybe they’re looking at the wind 
industry. Maybe they’re looking at the 
solar industry. Maybe you could call 
them. But you don’t have to wait 4 
years, because all you want to do is 
study it. What we want to do is give 
the incentive for the wind and solar in-
dustry to continue their revolution. 

I yield 5 minutes, if I may, Mr. Chair-
man, to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. HOLT), the ranking member of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend from Massachusetts, and I 
thank him for laying out so clearly all 
the shortcomings of this legislation, 
this oil-above-all legislation. It really 
is nothing but a big giveaway to Big 
Oil. 

The only jobs it will create will be in 
the boardrooms and the executive of-
fices of the Big Oil companies because, 
since 2005, even as ExxonMobil, Chev-
ron, BP, and Shell have made more 
than $650 billion in profits—need I re-
peat that? $650 billion in profits—they 
eliminated more than 11,000 jobs, U.S. 
jobs, American jobs. And this is even 
while wind and solar were creating 
50,000 jobs. 

Yes, there’s a mismatch here. The 
bill before us presented by the Repub-
licans says we’ll study to see how much 
solar and wind energy might come 
from these lands in the future instead 
of saying let’s get these energy sources 
of the 21st century rolling in these 
lands. It’s not a plan of what we might 
get. The Markey amendment would 
have set standards for what we would 
get. 

Now, the Republicans have a long 
record of protecting tax breaks for Big 
Oil while cutting clean energy initia-
tives. That’s what we see here. 

But what I wanted to talk about is 
the damage that would be done under 
this legislation. Health officials today 
here in Washington are warning people 
to avoid the heat and stay indoors. I 
don’t think they had in mind that we 
stay indoors to pass legislation that 
chokes off public health protections, 
that modifies the Clean Air Act to 
make it ineffective, and yet that’s 
what this bill does. 

b 1820 
By rejecting clean energy and push-

ing only for more fossil fuels to blan-
ket the world with heat-trapping pollu-
tion, the Republican majority is essen-
tially turning off the world’s air condi-
tioner and turning on the heater. 

There is a reason that the term ‘‘fos-
sil fuels’’ applies—actually, two rea-
sons. One is that these are derived from 
ancient plants that have decayed deep 
in the Earth and have produced petro-
leum. But there is another reason. 
‘‘Fossil’’ means ‘‘archaic.’’ ‘‘Fossil’’ 
means ‘‘out of date.’’ ‘‘Fossil’’ does not 
mean ‘‘21st century.’’ 

Yet that’s where this legislation is 
taking us—in the wrong direction and 
in the wrong direction with regard to 
environmental protection. 

In the wake of the Deepwater Hori-
zon disaster, we shouldn’t be playing 
games with safety and the environ-
ment. The spill exposed a woefully in-
adequate environmental review process 
that was done prior to the oil and gas 
leasing. The environmental review 
done prior to the BP spill was so sloppy 
that response plans talked about pro-
tecting walruses. Obviously, they were 
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just, in an unthinking way, using old 
Alaska pages. 

Tourism is the lifeblood of so many 
of our coastal communities. As the 
economy is struggling to recover, we 
can’t risk the kind of environmental 
damage that derails economic progress 
in these areas. We should understand 
the risks of drilling, and we should 
strengthen the protections, not weaken 
them. Furthermore, there will be dam-
age done to the whole leasing process. 

For my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle who are so worried that 
putting some real standards—some ex-
pecting of good performance from oil 
companies—would somehow interfere 
with their production, let me point out 
some good news. Today, the Interior 
Department announced the results of 
an oil and gas lease sale in the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MARKEY. Would the Chair tell 
me how much time is remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 81⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield an additional 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank my friend. 
According to the Interior Depart-

ment, today’s leases that were bid on 
today, which have some lease stand-
ards apply that require increasing rent-
al rates and shorter lease terms—the 
very things that the folks on the other 
side of the aisle here say would be kill-
ers, would stop the drilling—were 
record-setting lease sales, bringing in 
$11.7 billion even with these new condi-
tions for offshore drilling; and they’re 
saying what works here offshore won’t 
work on the lands that we are talking 
about in this legislation. 

Now, I’ll tell you what’s a killer in 
this. A killer is the relaxing of the pub-
lic health and environmental standards 
in the legislation. That’s literally a 
killer. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG), whose State has tremen-
dous resources. 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I support this 
legislation. It’s long overdue. Title VI 
of this legislation is a good step for-
ward in Pet 4 in Alaska, so it is with 
great amazement that I listened to the 
two previous speakers. 

Wind power, you can take and cover 
every acre of the United States, includ-
ing the parks and refuges, and put 
solar panels on them, but you’ll only 
produce 20 percent of the consumption 
of energy we use today. Now, think 
about that—no parks, no refuges—all 
solar panels, and we’re going to take 
care of the problem. By the way, it has 
to be transported to a battery, taken 
and made by rare earths from China. 

That’s what this is all about. It’s 
nonsense. 

The idea that wind is going to solve 
the problem and that solar is going to 
solve the problem, that’s nonsense be-
cause, in reality, fossil fuel, to this 
day, is the only fuel that can move an 
object, ladies and gentlemen. It moves 
your car; it moves your truck; it moves 
your plane; it moves your train; and it 
moves your ship that brings all the 
product to and from the United States. 

You’re not going to do it with a bean-
ie on your hat. You’re not going to do 
it with solar panels that have to cover 
every acre of the United States of 
America. It’s because we’re collecting 
the power of the Sun down here at the 
bottom of the pyramid. We’re not col-
lecting from the source. If you want to 
go far, if you want to be really reach-
ing into the future, collect it up there 
and beam it down to a point where we 
can create electricity. 

This is a good bill because, ladies and 
gentlemen, Mr. TIPTON said it right. In 
his bill, we do have action on wind and 
solar, although it will not work, and 
we know it won’t work. We need fossil 
fuels now until we have the time to 
produce another source of energy that 
does not need electrical batteries to 
run a car. We’re going to plug a car in? 
Nonsense. It won’t happen, because you 
need to produce energy from some 
other source to create the electricity. 
You’re against nuclear power. You’re 
against hydropower. By the way, you’d 
like to take and grow our way into new 
power by using corn—a food—for en-
ergy. That’s absolutely nonsense. 

Shame on you to say this is not a 
good bill. This is a good bill. It’s not a 
nonsense bill. 

Today, the NPRA remains in various stages 
of exploration, and experiences no shortage of 
interest from producers. However, there have 
been a series of bureaucratic delays that have 
impeded production from this vast area. This 
bill seeks to remedy that situation and give the 
American people the energy resources they 
need. 

The Trans Alaska Pipeline System is run-
ning at one-third capacity. Soon, without the 
addition of increased oil supplies, that pipeline 
will no longer be economical to operate. Car-
rying 11% of our Nation’s supply, TAPS is crit-
ical infrastructure for this nation that must be 
protected. This winter TAPS was shut down 
for a period of days and fuel prices on the 
West coast shot up immediately in a drastic 
manner. Luckily, NPRA is only tens of miles 
from existing pipeline infrastructure that leads 
into TAPS. 

A few weeks ago, clearly acknowledging 
that increased supplies will bring down energy 
prices, President Obama released 30 million 
barrels of oil form the Strategic Petroleum re-
serve. The National Petroleum Reserve—Alas-
ka has 2.7 billion barrels and already has in-
frastructure in place to bring the oil to market! 

Title VI of H.R. 4480 is a good first step to-
wards harnessing the potential that these fed-
eral lands in Alaska have to provide domestic 
energy supplies. 

Mr. MARKEY. Again, I ask how 
much time is remaining on both sides. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 171⁄2 minutes. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts has 71⁄2 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina, a member of the Natural Re-
sources Committee, Mr. DUNCAN. 

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. I 
thank the chairman. 

There can be no national security 
without energy security. Let that sink 
in. There can be no national security 
without energy security. 

House Republicans support a truly 
all-of-the-above energy policy, not one 
put forth by the Obama administration 
and House Democrats, which basically 
is an all-of-the-above, except for X, Y, 
and Z, policy, which blows through 
Americans’ hard-earned tax dollars by 
chasing phantom solutions to our en-
ergy needs with companies like 
Solyndra. ‘‘All of the above’’ means 
opening up Federal lands for energy 
production and exploration, and it puts 
Americans to work. 

Americans simply need to look to 
one western State to see a microcosm 
of what America could be with an en-
ergy-driven economy. That State is 
North Dakota. When you get off the 
plane in North Dakota, they give you a 
job whether you need one or not. 
They’re approaching a zero percent un-
employment rate—zero. It is an en-
ergy-driven economy. It is the micro-
cosm of what this Nation could be if we 
would pursue an energy-driven econ-
omy. 

Energy from Federal lands could be a 
reality. Energy from the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf could be a reality if we 
would embrace opening up American 
resources for production, which is like 
the folks in North Dakota have done on 
State and private lands. This is good 
policy for America. Energy policy 
works. 

Mr. MARKEY. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to another member of the Nat-
ural Resources Committee, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHNSON). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, today I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. This important legislation 
begins to put in place a true all-of-the- 
above energy plan, a type of plan that 
has been missing since this President 
came into office in 2009. 

This legislation will expand oil, gas, 
and renewable energy development on 
Federal lands to help increase the sup-
ply of energy and lower energy prices 
for consumers. It will also give relief to 
drivers who are paying high prices at 
the pump every month due to very 
costly EPA regulations that are sched-
uled to go into place. 

b 1830 

This legislation also contains a bill 
that I introduced, the BLM Live Inter-
net Auctions Act. This section of the 
bill is supported by my friends on the 
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opposite side of the aisle here and even 
the administration. The BLM Live 
Internet Auctions Act will bring the 
BLM Lease Auction program into the 
21st century by allowing BLM to con-
duct online leases just like the private 
sector has been doing for over 10 years. 

We hear a lot about an all-of-the- 
above energy policy. The President 
even talked about an all-of-the-above 
energy policy in the State of the 
Union. I’m convinced that what the 
President means by an all-of-the-above 
energy policy is anything all and above 
the ground, because it seems like he 
doesn’t want us going after our own 
natural resources. 

If we had an energy policy that said, 
Look, we’re going to draw a line in the 
sand, and over the next 10 years we’re 
going to become energy independent 
and secure in America, we’re going to 
go after the trillions of barrels of oil 
that we already own, we’re going to 
harvest the vast volumes of natural gas 
and oil that we own, we’re going to 
continue to mine and harvest coal and 
use it environmentally soundly, we’re 
even going to expand our nuclear foot-
print because it’s the safest and most 
reliable form of energy on the planet, 
and, yeah, we’ll even look at wind and 
solar and find out where those renew-
able energy sources fit into an overall 
scheme, but we’re not going to sit on 
the sidelines any longer and be be-
holden to foreign countries for our en-
ergy, if we had that kind of vision 
backed with regulatory reform that 
said to the regulatory agencies like the 
EPA and the Department of the Inte-
rior, Starting today, you become part-
ners in progress with America’s indus-
tries and businesses—if you’ve a got a 
national security or public health or 
public safety reason for saying ‘‘no,’’ 
then say ‘‘no.’’ But don’t let ‘‘no’’ be 
the final answer. 

I think the American people have an 
expectation that their elected officials 
and the bureaucracies that are sent 
here to manage the American system 
are partners in progress, not barriers 
to progress. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
4480, the Domestic Energy and Jobs 
Act. I certainly do, and I urge them to, 
as well. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
ELLISON). 

Mr. ELLISON. I would like to thank 
you, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. HASTINGS, as 
well, for the time. 

Mr. Chairman, my friends on the 
other side of the aisle keep on using 
this mantra, ‘‘all of the above, all of 
the above.’’ I think they should really 
name it ‘‘oil above all.’’ Oil above all 
would be a better name because it’s 
very clear that this bill is really just a 
wish list and a checkoff for the big oil 
industry. It weakens public health pro-
tections, it forces arbitrary giveaways 
on public land, and it puts energy drill-
ing ahead of all uses of Federal land. 
This is not a long-term strategy solu-
tion. It is an oil-above-all strategy. 

The oil, gas, and coal industry are al-
ready getting billions in corporate wel-
fare while they’re making record prof-
its. How much of the American tax-
payers’ money do they need? They will 
receive at least $110 billion in subsidies 
over the next 10 years. These subsidies 
have been won by decades of lobbying. 
In 2011, the oil, gas, and coal industry 
spent $167 million lobbying. But in 
comparison to the return on their in-
vestment, $167 million is small because 
they got subsidies of $110 billion. It is 
lucrative for them to do so. 

They don’t even need our help, Mr. 
Chairman. In 2011, just last year, the 
Big Five oil companies made $137 bil-
lion in profits. That’s good by any 
measure. Why in the world would an 
industry that makes $137 billion in 
profits need the help of the American 
people with these tax breaks that the 
Republican majority won’t even agree 
to get rid of? 

This bill is simply checking off from Big Oil’s 
wish list. 

It weakens public health protections. 
It forces arbitrary giveaways of public land. 
It puts energy drilling ahead of all other 

uses of federal land. 
This is not a long-term energy solution. 
The oil, gas, and coal industries are already 

getting billions in corporate welfare. 
They will receive at least $110 billion in sub-

sidies over the next 10 years. 
These subsidies have been won by decades 

of lobbying. 
In 2011, the oil, gas, and coal industries 

spent $167 million lobbying the federal gov-
ernment. 

They don’t need our help. 
In 2011, the Big Five oil companies made 

$137 billion in profits. 
But the renewable energy industry does 

need investment. 
Renewable energy is an emerging industry 

that can create thousands of new jobs. 
Yet we are subsidizing the fossil fuel indus-

try at 6 times the rate we are supporting re-
newable energy. 

I offered a simple amendment to this bill. 
It was a sense of Congress that fossil fuel 

subsidies should be reduced to help control 
the budget deficit. 

Unfortunately, it seems the Republicans are 
too beholden to Big Oil to even allow a vote 
on my amendment. 

I hope my colleagues on the other side—es-
pecially fiscal conservatives—agree that $110 
billion in fossil fuel subsidies to profitable com-
panies makes no sense. 

We need a true ‘‘All of the above bill’’ that 
invests in clean, renewable energy—not this 
‘‘Oil above all’’ bill. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this bill. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia, Dr. GINGREY, a member of the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman for yielding. 

The previous speaker, the gentleman 
from Minnesota, it sounds like his pol-
icy on his side of the aisle is: No oil, no 
matter what. 

This is a very good bill. If it becomes 
law, H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy 

and Jobs Act, will put people back to 
work. It will be a great giant step to-
ward creating energy independence for 
this country. And, yes, indeed, my col-
leagues, it will bring down the price of 
gasoline at the pump, which has actu-
ally doubled in 31⁄2 years under Presi-
dent Obama’s watch. 

As a member of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, let me focus on one 
specific title of this legislation: The 
Strategic Energy Production Act. The 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve that we 
have in this country is about 700 mil-
lion barrels of oil. Mr. Chairman, that 
reserve is there for a situation of a do-
mestic crisis, not a political crisis. We 
use 20 million barrels of oil a day in 
this country. If you assume that 60 per-
cent of it was domestically produced 
and we had to import 8 million barrels 
of oil a day, then think about how 
many days it would last if we truly had 
a crisis and OPEC cut us off completely 
from what we import. That reserve 
would last about 90 days. That is a 3- 
month period of time. Yet, President 
Obama wants to take that reserve and 
use it for political purposes. 

This title of the bill, Mr. Chairman, 
just simply says that every ounce of oil 
that he takes out of the strategic re-
serve, we would increase that same 
amount on Federal lands. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GINGREY. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Here is an important point, my col-
leagues. What this President has done 
has simply cut the production on Fed-
eral lands by 11 percent on his watch. 

Let’s pass this bill so that we do cre-
ate jobs, we put people back to work, 
we become independent in this coun-
try, and not dependent on nations that 
hate us. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chair, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. ROE). 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 4480. 

The average American family buys 
1,100 gallons of gasoline per year. If the 
price of gas fell just $1 from the cur-
rent national average of $3.49, families 
would save $1,100 a year. 

For far too long, this administration 
has prioritized politics over the needs 
of the American people, and today in 
this body we have an opportunity to 
work together and do what’s right for 
the future of this country. The Domes-
tic Energy and Jobs Act will help ease 
the pain at the pump, create jobs, and 
push this country towards energy inde-
pendence. 

This commonsense legislation would 
put several costly and potential bur-
densome EPA regulations on hold 
while an analysis of the potential costs 
and consequences of these rules is 
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done. To me, it is unthinkable that we 
wouldn’t ask agencies to consider the 
impact of a regulation on jobs and the 
economy, particularly at a time of 
such economic uncertainty. 

To boost our energy production, the 
Domestic Energy and Jobs Act will re-
quire the Secretary of the Interior to 
act on oil and natural gas lease appli-
cations and will cut red tape on open-
ing up new reserves in Alaska. This 
legislation would also restrict the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve from 
being tapped unless the administration 
develops a plan to explore for addi-
tional sources of oil. 

Let me put this in perspective. As a 
young Army officer in Korea in 1973 
and 1974, there was an oil embargo. 
OPEC cut off oil production and send-
ing it to the U.S. We only got heat 3 
hours a day. We had to keep the heat 
for our tanks and our aircraft to pro-
tect this Nation. So it is one of stra-
tegic importance, and energy is a very 
important source of that. 

b 1840 

To obtain energy independence is not 
only a key component to our domestic 
recovery, but it’s also an issue of na-
tional security, as I just mentioned. 
Becoming energy independent is far too 
important for the future of this coun-
try to continue to put politics above 
people. 

I encourage my colleagues to join in 
supporting the Domestic Energy and 
Jobs Act. 

Mr. MARKEY. May I ask again, Mr. 
Chairman, that we review where the 
majority and minority are in terms of 
time remaining in debate? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 51⁄2 minutes. 
The gentleman from Washington has 
81⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. I will yield myself 1 
minute at this time. 

I would just like to review, once 
again, the Republican ‘‘all-of-the- 
above’’ plan: One, light, sweet crude 
oil. Two, sour, high sulfur oil. Three, 
heavy oil. Four, tar sands oil. Five, oil 
shale. And oh, just to mix it up, a little 
natural gas. What they forgot was, of 
course, wind, solar, geothermal, and 
biomass. And they won’t even allow us 
to have an amendment out here on the 
floor in order to have a debate over it. 

But that ‘‘oil above all’’ agenda you 
have, it is very comprehensive, and I 
give you credit for figuring out every 
single way that we can help all the oil 
companies in the United States at the 
expense of all the renewable energy in-
dustries. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. NUNNELEE). 

Mr. NUNNELEE. I would like to 
thank the chairman for yielding. 

I rise in support of the Domestic En-
ergy and Jobs Act. You know, Amer-
ica’s been blessed with an abundance of 
natural resources under our feet and 

off our shores. We have the largest coal 
reserves in the world. New technologies 
are making it possible to unlock vast 
new reserves of oil and natural gas. We 
need to do everything possible to safely 
and responsibly develop those natural 
resources because doing so will create 
good, high-paying jobs, and it will im-
prove national security by reducing 
our dependence on energy from unsta-
ble regions of the world. 

Higher gas prices are a cruel tax. 
They’re a cruel tax on hardworking 
men and women who are trying to find 
a way to get back and forth to work. 
Higher gas prices are a cruel tax on 
seniors living on a fixed income. 

And unfortunately, this administra-
tion is full of people that are pushing a 
radical environmental agenda that’s 
hostile to energy development. They 
believe the solution is to force the 
price of traditional energy supplies to 
skyrocket so that alternative green en-
ergy becomes artificially competitive. 

Alternative energy should be a part 
of the mix. But the reality is that fos-
sil fuels will be the main source of our 
energy for at least the next two gen-
erations, and it’s fantasy to suggest 
otherwise. 

Now we do support an all-of-the- 
above strategy, but that all-of-the- 
above strategy also includes an all-of- 
the-below strategy. We support devel-
oping those resources that are below 
our feet and off our shores. That’s why 
I am proud to support the Domestic 
Energy and Jobs Act. 

Mr. MARKEY. At this time I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

You know, I hate giving all the bad 
news to the Republicans. But I’ll give 
you some more bad news. You hate to 
hear it, but I will give it to you any-
way. 

In 2011, in terms of new electrical 
generation in the United States, 33 per-
cent came from natural gas, 29 percent 
from wind, 20 percent from coal, and 8 
percent from solar. Got that again? 
Wind and solar were about 37 percent of 
all new electrical generating capacity 
in the United States in the year 2011. 
But you guys want to study it. You 
want to have more information about 
this technology. 

And by the way, in that study, you 
should also throw a few other things— 
a single device from which you can 
talk to your family, send emails, and 
watch videos. That’s a concept some 
people have. You might want to study 
that as well. Oh, no, we already have 
that. 

Sending a man to the Moon and re-
turning him safely to the Earth. Oh, I 
guess that’s something else we already 
did. How about studying the possibility 
of mapping the entire human genome 
so we can have an idea of what mate-
rial humanity is made out of, to kind 
of break a breakthrough. Oh, I think 
we’ve already done that. And there 
may be many other things that we can 
throw into that solar and wind study 
that we also don’t need to have studied 
that you can also throw in there as 

part of your technological and sci-
entific phobia that refuses to have you 
admit that things are already hap-
pening. 

And by the way, something else you 
are refusing to admit that happened— 
during Bush’s term as President, the 
production of oil went down, down, 
down, down from 2001–2008. Do you 
know what happened once Obama took 
over? Up, up, up, up. So much oil drill-
ing, in fact, that all the rigs in the 
world combined are not matching what 
Obama has done in terms of total oil 
rigs out there. And we are now at an 18- 
year high in oil. 

Maybe you should study this. Maybe 
this is hard for you to understand. I’ve 
heard all the Members out here saying 
that there is a jihad against oil being 
waged by the Obama administration. It 
just doesn’t match any of the evidence. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I will advise my very good 
friend from Massachusetts that I am 
prepared to close if he is prepared to 
close. 

Mr. MARKEY. I will yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

Let me just say that I know it’s not 
anything that has been observed by the 
Republicans. But the price of gasoline 
has dropped for the last 11 weeks in a 
row, ever since the President threat-
ened to use the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, because it was never about 
supply and demand. It was always 
about fear and greed. It was what Wall 
Street was doing and manipulating the 
price of oil and the commodities fu-
tures of the marketplace. It was about 
the fear that people had about a war in 
Iran breaking out. 

But what’s the response from the Re-
publicans? Well, they have a brilliant 
amendment inside of their bill. What 
they say here is that if, God forbid, the 
Ayatollah ever attacked the United 
States, a Middle Eastern war ever 
broke out, and the President deployed 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 10 
million barrels worth of the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, you know what 
their bill says? That we, the Federal 
Government—if the Republican bill 
passes today—would then have to sell 
to ExxonMobil and the other Big Oil 
companies 200 million acres of Federal 
lands for ExxonMobil and the other Big 
Oil companies to drill on. 

Understand that? That the Ayatollah 
attacks us, there’s a war in the Middle 
East, and who do we have to pay the 
ransom to? To the Big Oil companies of 
the United States, if we deploy the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

Now how nonsensical is that? That is 
an absolutely crazy idea, that the oil 
companies become the beneficiaries of 
a Middle Eastern conflict. They get the 
public lands of the United States, 200 
million acres that we have to sell them 
simultaneously. It’s almost a trigger 
that occurs inside of their legislation. 
That’s how meshuggah this all is. 

This is an absolutely crazy set of 
concepts, where we can’t have an 
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amendment on wind and solar, geo-
thermal, biomass, plug-in hybrids, all 
new technologies and efficiency that 
back out the need for all this oil to 
ever come in in the first place. And as 
a penalty, the country will use this 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve as a 
weapon of our national security 
against OPEC, that if the President 
uses it, we have to sell 200 million 
acres of American land to the oil com-
panies so that they can even drill for 
bargain basement prices here in the 
country. 

This bill is absolutely the wrong rec-
ipe for our country as we head into the 
21st century. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 1850 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 7 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, it is hard to know where to 
start as I close the debate on this por-
tion of the bill because there’s been so 
much information out there and so 
much information that, frankly, I 
won’t say it’s untrue, but it’s not ex-
actly accurate. 

Let me start with the idea that the 
price of gasoline has dropped with this 
administration. In January of 2009, the 
average price of gasoline in this coun-
try was $1.82 a gallon. Now what is 
magic about January 2009? Well, that 
was the month that the President was 
inaugurated and the price of gasoline 
was $1.82 a gallon. Today, the average 
price of gasoline is $3.48. Now if your 
math is such that the price of gasoline 
drops when it starts at $1.82 and ends 
at $3.48, you’ve got fuzzy math. But 
that’s what we keep hearing. 

Furthermore, we have heard I don’t 
know how many Members on the other 
side speak, but I dare say every one of 
them said that this is a giveaway to oil 
and gas. If they didn’t say it, they im-
plied it, trying to get that message 
across. 

Now, I wondered when I heard the de-
bate here about there’s no reference to 
renewables if they read the bill. I am 
now convinced they did not read the 
bill, Mr. Chairman. And let me tell you 
why. Because when we talk about re-
newables, we’re talking about Federal 
lands and we say that the Secretary— 
and I’m reading from page 15, title III, 
section 44, paragraph 3. It says: 

The Secretary shall determine a domestic 
strategic production objective for the devel-
opment of energy resources from Federal on-
shore lands. 

Now that’s the directive. 
So on page 16 we make reference to 

renewable energy. And they said, Oh, 
it’s just a study. What do you mean it’s 
just a study? Well, if you read, Mr. 
Chairman, we are asking for a study 
for the estimates of what? On sub-
section A, it’s oil and natural gas. 
What? We’re asking for a study of oil 
and natural gas on Federal lands. 
Then, you go to C. It talks about the 

critical minerals. Then it goes on to re-
newables. 

In other words, the point I’m mak-
ing, Mr. Chairman—and this is very 
important—if this is a giveaway to oil 
and gas companies and not helping re-
newables, then why is it the precise 
same language for the type of produc-
tion of energy on Federal lands? You 
can’t have it both ways. 

So I think, Mr. Chairman, that this is 
a very good bill because we’re focusing 
on where the greatest resources we 
have in this country are on Federal 
lands. That’s where the greatest poten-
tial resources are. This bill is aimed at 
those resources. That’s why this bill is 
so important. 

Let’s set production goals on all en-
ergy development. And that means all- 
of-the-above. That means above 
ground. That means underground, as 
my friend from Mississippi said. That’s 
what we are attempting to do. But to 
suggest that this is a giveaway when 
precisely the same language applies to 
all energy production, frankly, is inac-
curate. 

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to support this piece of 
legislation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I rise today in 

opposition to H.R. 4480, the Domestic Energy 
and Jobs Act. 

While I support pieces of H.R. 4480, unfor-
tunately I am not able to vote for the bill be-
cause I believe it will actually create more reg-
ulatory confusion and impediments for our do-
mestic producers. Title I, for example, requires 
the Secretary of Energy to develop a plan to 
increase domestic oil and gas leasing from on-
shore and offshore federal lands that are 
under the jurisdiction of the Departments of 
Agriculture, Energy, Interior, and Defense 
within 180 days of a release of petroleum from 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. A new gov-
ernment bureaucracy at the Department of En-
ergy would develop this plan, which duplicates 
the oil and gas leasing programs at the De-
partments of Interior and Agriculture. During a 
House Energy and Commerce Hearing on the 
bill, the Secretary of Energy expressed many 
concerns about their ability to effectively do 
this. 

I am also concerned with Title III of the bill, 
which would overturn the multiple-use principle 
established in the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. This would under-
mine the basic principal which has guided the 
management of public lands for 35 years. 

I also have concerns with Section 206 of the 
bill, which would require the Environmental 
Protection Agency to consider industry costs 
when determining what level of air pollution is 
‘‘safe.’’ By doing this we would be rolling back 
one of the core aspects of the Clean Air Act— 
a requirement that was passed on a bipartisan 
basis over 40 years ago, signed into law by a 
Republican President and unanimously upheld 
by the Supreme Court in 2001. I plan to offer 
an amendment that would strike section 206 
and I hope that my colleagues will support it. 

As a strong supporter of policies that en-
courage and support domestic energy produc-
tion, my hope is that in the future, the House 
takes up legislation that deals with this impor-
tant issue without including controversial policy 

riders that prevent bipartisan support in the 
House and movement in the Senate. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

In lieu of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by 
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, printed in the bill, it shall be in 
order to consider as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment under the 5- 
minute rule an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute consisting of the 
text of Rules Committee Print 112–24. 
That amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be considered as read. 

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

H.R. 4480 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Domestic En-
ergy and Jobs Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
TITLE I—INCREASING DOMESTIC IN RE-

SPONSE TO STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RE-
SERVE DRAWDOWNS 

Sec. 101. Short title. 
Sec. 102. Plan for increasing domestic oil and 

gas exploration, development, and 
production from Federal lands in 
response to Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve drawdown. 

TITLE II—IMPACTS OF EPA RULES AND 
ACTIONS ON ENERGY PRICES 

Sec. 201. Short title. 
Sec. 202. Transportation Fuels Regulatory Com-

mittee. 
Sec. 203. Analyses. 
Sec. 204. Reports; public comment. 
Sec. 205. No final action on certain rules. 
Sec. 206. Consideration of feasibility and cost in 

revising or supplementing na-
tional ambient air quality stand-
ards for ozone. 

TITLE III—QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC 
FEDERAL ONSHORE ENERGY PRODUC-
TION STRATEGY 

Sec. 301. Short title. 
Sec. 302. Onshore domestic energy production 

strategic plan. 
Sec. 303. Definitions. 

TITLE IV—ONSHORE OIL AND GAS 
LEASING CERTAINTY 

Sec. 401. Short title. 
Sec. 402. Minimum acreage requirement for on-

shore lease sales. 
Sec. 403. Leasing certainty. 
Sec. 404. Leasing consistency. 
Sec. 405. Reduce redundant policies. 

TITLE V—STREAMLINED ENERGY 
PERMITTING 

Sec. 501. Short title. 
Subtitle A—Application for Permits to Drill 

Process Reform 
Sec. 511. Permit to drill application timeline. 
Sec. 512. Solar and wind right-of-way rental re-

form. 
Subtitle B—Administrative Protest 

Documentation Reform 
Sec. 521. Administrative protest documentation 

reform. 
Subtitle C—Permit Streamlining 

Sec. 531. Improve Federal energy permit coordi-
nation. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:56 Jun 21, 2012 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00082 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 6343 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.094 H20JNPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3891 June 20, 2012 
Sec. 532. Administration of current law. 
Sec. 533. Policies regarding buying, building, 

and working for America. 
Subtitle D—Judicial Review 

Sec. 541. Definitions. 
Sec. 542. Exclusive venue for certain civil ac-

tions relating to covered energy 
projects. 

Sec. 543. Timely filing. 
Sec. 544. Expedition in hearing and determining 

the action. 
Sec. 545. Standard of review. 
Sec. 546. Limitation on injunction and prospec-

tive relief. 
Sec. 547. Limitation on attorneys’ fees. 
Sec. 548. Legal standing. 

TITLE VI—EXPEDITIOUS PROGRAM OF OIL 
AND GAS LEASING IN THE NATIONAL PE-
TROLEUM RESERVE IN ALASKA 

Sec. 601. Short title. 
Sec. 602. Sense of Congress and reaffirming na-

tional policy for the National Pe-
troleum Reserve in Alaska. 

Sec. 603. National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska: 
lease sales. 

Sec. 604. National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska: 
planning and permitting pipeline 
and road construction. 

Sec. 605. Departmental Accountability for De-
velopment. 

Sec. 606. Updated resource assessment. 

TITLE VII—INTERNET-BASED ONSHORE 
OIL AND GAS LEASE SALES 

Sec. 701. Short title. 
Sec. 702. Internet-based onshore oil and gas 

lease sales. 

TITLE I—INCREASING DOMESTIC IN RE-
SPONSE TO STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RE-
SERVE DRAWDOWNS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Strategic En-

ergy Production Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 102. PLAN FOR INCREASING DOMESTIC OIL 

AND GAS EXPLORATION, DEVELOP-
MENT, AND PRODUCTION FROM FED-
ERAL LANDS IN RESPONSE TO STRA-
TEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE DRAW-
DOWN. 

Section 161 of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6241) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(k) PLAN.— 
‘‘(1) CONTENTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date on which the Secretary executes, 
in accordance with the provisions of this sec-
tion, the first sale after the date of enactment of 
this subsection of petroleum products in the Re-
serve the Secretary shall develop a plan to in-
crease the percentage of Federal lands (includ-
ing submerged lands of the Outer Continental 
Shelf) under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of Energy, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, and the Secretary of De-
fense leased for oil and gas exploration, develop-
ment, and production. The percentage of the 
total amount of the Federal lands described in 
the preceding sentence by which the plan devel-
oped under this paragraph will increase leasing 
for oil and gas exploration, development, and 
production shall be the same as the percentage 
of petroleum in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
that was drawn down. 

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The plan developed 
under this paragraph shall— 

‘‘(i) be consistent with a national energy pol-
icy to meet the present and future energy needs 
of the Nation consistent with economic goals; 
and 

‘‘(ii) promote the interests of consumers 
through the provision of an adequate and reli-
able supply of domestic transportation fuels at 
the lowest reasonable cost. 

‘‘(C) ENERGY INFORMATION.—The Secretary 
shall base the determination of the present and 
future energy needs of the Nation, for purposes 

of subparagraph (B)(i), on information from the 
Energy Information Administration. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The plan developed under 
paragraph (1) shall not provide for oil and gas 
exploration, development, and production leas-
ing of a total of more than 10 percent of the 
Federal lands described in paragraph (1)(A). 

‘‘(3) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall de-
velop the plan required by paragraph (1) in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary of 
Defense. Additionally, in developing the plan, 
the Secretary shall consult with the American 
Association of Petroleum Geologists and other 
State, environmentalist, and oil and gas indus-
try stakeholders to determine the most geologi-
cally promising lands for production of oil and 
natural gas liquids. 

‘‘(4) COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS.—Each 
Federal agency described in paragraph (1)(A) 
shall comply with any requirements established 
by the Secretary pursuant to the plan, except 
that no action shall be taken pursuant to the 
plan if in the view of the Secretary of Defense 
such action will adversely affect national secu-
rity or military activities, including prepared-
ness and training. 

‘‘(5) EXCLUSIONS.—The lands referred to in 
paragraph (1)(A) shall not include lands man-
aged under the National Park System or the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System. 

‘‘(6) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to limit or affect the 
application of existing restrictions on offshore 
drilling or requirements for land management 
under Federal, State, or local law.’’. 

TITLE II—IMPACTS OF EPA RULES AND 
ACTIONS ON ENERGY PRICES 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Gasoline Regu-

lations Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 202. TRANSPORTATION FUELS REGULATORY 

COMMITTEE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President shall es-

tablish a committee to be known as the Trans-
portation Fuels Regulatory Committee (in this 
title referred to as the ‘‘Committee’’) to analyze 
and report on the cumulative impacts of certain 
rules and actions of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency on gasoline, diesel fuel, and nat-
ural gas prices, in accordance with sections 203 
and 204. 

(b) MEMBERS.—The Committee shall be com-
posed of the following officials (or their des-
ignees): 

(1) The Secretary of Energy, who shall serve 
as the Chair of the Committee. 

(2) The Secretary of Transportation, acting 
through the Administrator of the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration. 

(3) The Secretary of Commerce, acting 
through the Chief Economist and the Under 
Secretary for International Trade. 

(4) The Secretary of Labor, acting through the 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

(5) The Secretary of the Treasury, acting 
through the Deputy Assistant Secretary for En-
vironment and Energy of the Department of the 
Treasury. 

(6) The Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Chief Economist. 

(7) The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

(8) The Chairman of the United States Inter-
national Trade Commission, acting through the 
Director of the Office of Economics. 

(9) The Administrator of the Energy Informa-
tion Administration. 

(c) CONSULTATION BY CHAIR.—In carrying out 
the functions of the Chair of the Committee, the 
Chair shall consult with the other members of 
the Committee. 

(d) TERMINATION.—The Committee shall termi-
nate 60 days after submitting its final report 
pursuant to section 204(c). 
SEC. 203. ANALYSES. 

(a) SCOPE.—The Committee shall conduct 
analyses, for each of the calendar years 2016 

and 2020, of the cumulative impact of all covered 
rules, in combination with covered actions. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The Committee shall include 
in each analysis conducted under this section 
the following: 

(1) Estimates of the cumulative impacts of the 
covered rules and covered actions with regard 
to— 

(A) any resulting change in the national, 
State, or regional price of gasoline, diesel fuel, 
or natural gas; 

(B) required capital investments and projected 
costs for operation and maintenance of new 
equipment required to be installed; 

(C) global economic competitiveness of the 
United States and any loss of domestic refining 
capacity; 

(D) other cumulative costs and cumulative 
benefits, including evaluation through a general 
equilibrium model approach; and 

(E) national, State, and regional employment, 
including impacts associated with changes in 
gasoline, diesel fuel, or natural gas prices and 
facility closures. 

(2) Discussion of key uncertainties and as-
sumptions associated with each estimate under 
paragraph (1). 

(3) A sensitivity analysis reflecting alternative 
assumptions with respect to the aggregate de-
mand for gasoline, diesel fuel, or natural gas. 

(4) Discussion, and where feasible an assess-
ment, of the cumulative impact of the covered 
rules and covered actions on— 

(A) consumers; 
(B) small businesses; 
(C) regional economies; 
(D) State, local, and tribal governments; 
(E) low-income communities; 
(F) public health; and 
(G) local and industry-specific labor markets, 

as well as key uncertainties associated with 
each topic listed in subparagraphs (A) through 
(G). 

(c) METHODS.—In conducting analyses under 
this section, the Committee shall use the best 
available methods, consistent with guidance 
from the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs and the Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A–4. 

(d) DATA.—In conducting analyses under this 
section, the Committee is not required to create 
data or to use data that is not readily acces-
sible. 

(e) COVERED RULES.—In this section, the term 
‘‘covered rule’’ means the following rules (and 
includes any successor or substantially similar 
rules): 

(1) ‘‘Control of Air Pollution From New Motor 
Vehicles: Tier 3 Motor Vehicle Emission and 
Fuel Standards’’, as described in the Unified 
Agenda of Federal Regulatory and Deregulatory 
Actions under Regulatory Identification Number 
2060–AQ86. 

(2) Any rule proposed after March 15, 2012, es-
tablishing or revising a standard of performance 
or emission standard under section 111 or 112 of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7412) that is 
applicable to petroleum refineries. 

(3) Any rule proposed after March 15, 2012, for 
implementation of the Renewable Fuel Program 
under section 211(o) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7545(o)). 

(4) ‘‘National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
for Ozone’’, published at 73 Federal Register 
16436 (March 27, 2008); ‘‘Reconsideration of the 
2008 Ozone Primary and Secondary National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards’’, as described 
in the Unified Agenda of Federal Regulatory 
and Deregulatory Actions under Regulatory 
Identification Number 2060–AP98; and any sub-
sequent rule revising or supplementing the na-
tional ambient air quality standards for ozone 
under section 109 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7409). 

(f) COVERED ACTIONS.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘covered action’’ means any action, to the 
extent such action affects facilities involved in 
the production, transportation, or distribution 
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of gasoline, diesel fuel, or natural gas, taken on 
or after January 1, 2009, by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, a State, a 
local government, or a permitting agency as a 
result of the application of part C of title I (re-
lating to prevention of significant deterioration 
of air quality), or title V (relating to permitting), 
of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), to 
an air pollutant that is identified as a green-
house gas in the rule entitled ‘‘Endangerment 
and Cause or Contribute Findings for Green-
house Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean 
Air Act’’ published at 74 Federal Register 66496 
(December 15, 2009). 
SEC. 204. REPORTS; PUBLIC COMMENT. 

(a) PRELIMINARY REPORT.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Committee shall make public and submit to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works of the Senate a 
preliminary report containing the results of the 
analyses conducted under section 203. 

(b) PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.—The Committee 
shall accept public comments regarding the pre-
liminary report submitted under subsection (a) 
for a period of 60 days after such submission. 

(c) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 60 days 
after the close of the public comment period 
under subsection (b), the Committee shall submit 
to Congress a final report containing the anal-
yses conducted under section 203, including any 
revisions to such analyses made as a result of 
public comments, and a response to such com-
ments. 
SEC. 205. NO FINAL ACTION ON CERTAIN RULES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency shall not fi-
nalize any of the following rules until a date (to 
be determined by the Administrator) that is at 
least 6 months after the day on which the Com-
mittee submits the final report under section 
204(c): 

(1) ‘‘Control of Air Pollution From New Motor 
Vehicles: Tier 3 Motor Vehicle Emission and 
Fuel Standards’’, as described in the Unified 
Agenda of Federal Regulatory and Deregulatory 
Actions under Regulatory Identification Number 
2060–AQ86, and any successor or substantially 
similar rule. 

(2) Any rule proposed after March 15, 2012, es-
tablishing or revising a standard of performance 
or emission standard under section 111 or 112 of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7412) that is 
applicable to petroleum refineries. 

(3) Any rule revising or supplementing the na-
tional ambient air quality standards for ozone 
under section 109 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7409). 

(b) OTHER RULES NOT AFFECTED.—Subsection 
(a) shall not affect the finalization of any rule 
other than the rules described in such sub-
section. 
SEC. 206. CONSIDERATION OF FEASIBILITY AND 

COST IN REVISING OR 
SUPPLEMENTING NATIONAL AMBI-
ENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS FOR 
OZONE. 

In revising or supplementing any national pri-
mary or secondary ambient air quality stand-
ards for ozone under section 109 of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409), the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency shall take 
into consideration feasibility and cost. 

TITLE III—QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC 
FEDERAL ONSHORE ENERGY PRODUC-
TION STRATEGY 

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Planning for 

American Energy Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 302. ONSHORE DOMESTIC ENERGY PRODUC-

TION STRATEGIC PLAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Mineral Leasing Act (30 

U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is amended by redesignating 
section 44 as section 45, and by inserting after 
section 43 the following: 

‘‘SEC. 44. QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC FEDERAL 
ONSHORE ENERGY PRODUCTION 
STRATEGY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) The Secretary of the Interior (hereafter in 

this section referred to as ‘Secretary’), in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture with 
regard to lands administered by the Forest Serv-
ice, shall develop and publish every 4 years a 
Quadrennial Federal Onshore Energy Produc-
tion Strategy. This Strategy shall direct Federal 
land energy development and department re-
source allocation in order to promote the energy 
security of the United States. 

‘‘(2) In developing this Strategy, the Secretary 
shall consult with the Administrator of the En-
ergy Information Administration on the pro-
jected energy demands of the United States for 
the next 30-year period, and how energy derived 
from Federal onshore lands can put the United 
States on a trajectory to meet that demand dur-
ing the next 4-year period. The Secretary shall 
consider how Federal lands will contribute to 
ensuring national energy security, with a goal 
for increasing energy independence and produc-
tion, during the next 4-year period. 

‘‘(3) The Secretary shall determine a domestic 
strategic production objective for the develop-
ment of energy resources from Federal onshore 
lands. Such objective shall be— 

‘‘(A) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of oil and natural gas from 
the Federal onshore mineral estate, with a focus 
on lands held by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and the Forest Service; 

‘‘(B) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic coal production from Federal lands; 

‘‘(C) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of strategic and critical en-
ergy minerals from the Federal onshore mineral 
estate; 

‘‘(D) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
megawatts for electricity production from each 
of the following sources: wind, solar, biomass, 
hydropower, and geothermal energy produced 
on Federal lands administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Forest Service; 

‘‘(E) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
unconventional energy production, such as oil 
shale; and 

‘‘(F) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of oil, natural gas, coal, 
and other renewable sources from tribal lands 
for any federally recognized Indian tribe that 
elects to participate in facilitating energy pro-
duction on its lands. 

‘‘(4) The Secretary shall consult with the Ad-
ministrator of the Energy Information Adminis-
tration regarding the methodology used to ar-
rive at its estimates for purposes of this section. 

‘‘(5) The Secretary has the authority to ex-
pand the energy development plan to include 
other energy production technology sources or 
advancements in energy on Federal lands. 

‘‘(b) TRIBAL OBJECTIVES.—It is the sense of 
Congress that federally recognized Indian tribes 
may elect to set their own production objectives 
as part of the Strategy under this section. The 
Secretary shall work in cooperation with any 
federally recognized Indian tribe that elects to 
participate in achieving its own strategic energy 
objectives designated under this subsection. 

‘‘(c) EXECUTION OF THE STRATEGY.—The rel-
evant Secretary shall have all necessary author-
ity to make determinations regarding which ad-
ditional lands will be made available in order to 
meet the production objectives established by 
strategies under this section. The Secretary 
shall also take all necessary actions to achieve 
these production objectives unless the President 
determines that it is not in the national security 
and economic interests of the United States to 

increase Federal domestic energy production 
and to further decrease dependence upon for-
eign sources of energy. In administering this 
section, the relevant Secretary shall only con-
sider leasing Federal lands available for leasing 
at the time the lease sale occurs. 

‘‘(d) STATE, FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED INDIAN 
TRIBES, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, AND PUBLIC 
INPUT.—In developing each strategy, the Sec-
retary shall solicit the input of affected States, 
federally recognized Indian tribes, local govern-
ments, and the public. 

‘‘(e) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall report 
annually to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate on the progress of meeting the pro-
duction goals set forth in the strategy. The Sec-
retary shall identify in the report projections for 
production and capacity installations and any 
problems with leasing, permitting, siting, or pro-
duction that will prevent meeting the goal. In 
addition, the Secretary shall make suggestions 
to help meet any shortfalls in meeting the pro-
duction goals. 

‘‘(f) PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT.—Not later than 12 months after the 
date of enactment of this section, in accordance 
with section 102(2)(C) of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)), 
the Secretary shall complete a programmatic en-
vironmental impact statement. This pro-
grammatic environmental impact statement will 
be deemed sufficient to comply with all require-
ments under that Act for all necessary resource 
management and land use plans associated with 
the implementation of the strategy. 

‘‘(g) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW.—At least 60 
days prior to publishing a proposed strategy 
under this section, the Secretary shall submit it 
to the President and the Congress, together with 
any comments received from States, federally 
recognized Indian tribes, and local governments. 
Such submission shall indicate why any specific 
recommendation of a State, federally recognized 
Indian tribe, or local government was not ac-
cepted.’’. 

(b) FIRST QUADRENNIAL STRATEGY.—Not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall sub-
mit to Congress the first Quadrennial Federal 
Onshore Energy Production Strategy under the 
amendment made by subsection (a). 
SEC. 303. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title, the term ‘‘strategic 
and critical energy minerals’’ means those that 
are necessary for the Nation’s energy infrastruc-
ture including pipelines, refining capacity, elec-
trical power generation and transmission, and 
renewable energy production and those that are 
necessary to support domestic manufacturing, 
including but not limited to, materials used in 
energy generation, production, and transpor-
tation. 

TITLE IV—ONSHORE OIL AND GAS 
LEASING CERTAINTY 

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Providing 

Leasing Certainty for American Energy Act of 
2012’’. 
SEC. 402. MINIMUM ACREAGE REQUIREMENT FOR 

ONSHORE LEASE SALES. 
In conducting lease sales as required by sec-

tion 17(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 
226(a)), each year the Secretary of the Interior 
shall perform the following: 

(1) The Secretary shall offer for sale no less 
than 25 percent of the annual nominated acre-
age not previously made available for lease. 
Acreage offered for lease pursuant to this para-
graph shall not be subject to protest and shall 
be eligible for categorical exclusions under sec-
tion 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15492), except that it shall not be subject 
to the test of extraordinary circumstances. 

(2) In administering this section, the Secretary 
shall only consider leasing of Federal lands that 
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are available for leasing at the time the lease 
sale occurs. 
SEC. 403. LEASING CERTAINTY. 

Section 17(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 226(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ be-
fore ‘‘All lands’’, and by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(2)(A) The Secretary shall not withdraw any 
covered energy project issued under this Act 
without finding a violation of the terms of the 
lease by the lessee. 

‘‘(B) The Secretary shall not infringe upon 
lease rights under leases issued under this Act 
by indefinitely delaying issuance of project ap-
provals, drilling and seismic permits, and rights 
of way for activities under such a lease. 

‘‘(C) No later than 18 months after an area is 
designated as open under the current land use 
plan the Secretary shall make available nomi-
nated areas for lease under the criteria in sec-
tion 2. 

‘‘(D) Notwithstanding any other law, the Sec-
retary shall issue all leases sold no later than 60 
days after the last payment is made. 

‘‘(E) The Secretary shall not cancel or with-
draw any lease parcel after a competitive lease 
sale has occurred and a winning bidder has sub-
mitted the last payment for the parcel. 

‘‘(F) Not later than 60 days after a lease sale 
held under this Act, the Secretary shall adju-
dicate any lease protests filed following a lease 
sale. If after 60 days any protest is left unset-
tled, said protest is automatically denied and 
appeal rights of the protestor begin. 

‘‘(G) No additional lease stipulations may be 
added after the parcel is sold without consulta-
tion and agreement of the lessee, unless the Sec-
retary deems such stipulations as emergency ac-
tions to conserve the resources of the United 
States.’’. 
SEC. 404. LEASING CONSISTENCY. 

Federal land managers must follow existing 
resource management plans and continue to ac-
tively lease in areas designated as open when 
resource management plans are being amended 
or revised, until such time as a new record of de-
cision is signed. 
SEC. 405. REDUCE REDUNDANT POLICIES. 

Bureau of Land Management Instruction 
Memorandum 2010–117 shall have no force or ef-
fect. 

TITLE V—STREAMLINED ENERGY 
PERMITTING 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Streamlining 

Permitting of American Energy Act of 2012’’. 
Subtitle A—Application for Permits to Drill 

Process Reform 
SEC. 511. PERMIT TO DRILL APPLICATION 

TIMELINE. 
Section 17(p)(2) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 

U.S.C. 226(p)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(2) APPLICATIONS FOR PERMITS TO DRILL RE-

FORM AND PROCESS.— 
‘‘(A) TIMELINE.—The Secretary shall decide 

whether to issue a permit to drill within 30 days 
after receiving an application for the permit. 
The Secretary may extend such period for up to 
2 periods of 15 days each, if the Secretary has 
given written notice of the delay to the appli-
cant. The notice shall be in the form of a letter 
from the Secretary or a designee of the Sec-
retary, and shall include the names and titles of 
the persons processing the application, the spe-
cific reasons for the delay, and a specific date a 
final decision on the application is expected. 

‘‘(B) NOTICE OF REASONS FOR DENIAL.—If the 
application is denied, the Secretary shall pro-
vide the applicant— 

‘‘(i) in writing, clear and comprehensive rea-
sons why the application was not accepted and 
detailed information concerning any defi-
ciencies; and 

‘‘(ii) an opportunity to remedy any defi-
ciencies. 

‘‘(C) APPLICATION DEEMED APPROVED.—If the 
Secretary has not made a decision on the appli-

cation by the end of the 60-day period beginning 
on the date the application is received by the 
Secretary, the application is deemed approved, 
except in cases in which existing reviews under 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
or Endangered Species Act of 1973 are incom-
plete. 

‘‘(D) DENIAL OF PERMIT.—If the Secretary de-
cides not to issue a permit to drill in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) provide to the applicant a description of 
the reasons for the denial of the permit; 

‘‘(ii) allow the applicant to resubmit an appli-
cation for a permit to drill during the 10-day pe-
riod beginning on the date the applicant re-
ceives the description of the denial from the Sec-
retary; and 

‘‘(iii) issue or deny any resubmitted applica-
tion not later than 10 days after the date the 
application is submitted to the Secretary. 

‘‘(E) FEE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 

law, the Secretary shall collect a single $6,500 
permit processing fee per application from each 
applicant at the time the final decision is made 
whether to issue a permit under subparagraph 
(A). This fee shall not apply to any resubmitted 
application. 

‘‘(ii) TREATMENT OF PERMIT PROCESSING 
FEE.—Of all fees collected under this paragraph, 
50 percent shall be transferred to the field office 
where they are collected and used to process 
protests, leases, and permits under this Act sub-
ject to appropriation.’’. 
SEC. 512. SOLAR AND WIND RIGHT-OF-WAY RENT-

AL REFORM. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 

each fiscal year, of fees collected as annual 
wind energy and solar energy right-of-way au-
thorization fees required under section 504(g) of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1764(g)), 50 percent shall be re-
tained by the Secretary of the Interior to be 
used, subject to appropriation, by the Bureau of 
Land Management to process permits, right-of- 
way applications, and other activities necessary 
for renewable development, and, at the discre-
tion of the Secretary, by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service or other Federal agencies in-
volved in wind and solar permitting reviews to 
facilitate the processing of wind energy and 
solar energy permit applications on Bureau of 
Land Management lands. 

Subtitle B—Administrative Protest 
Documentation Reform 

SEC. 521. ADMINISTRATIVE PROTEST DOCU-
MENTATION REFORM. 

Section 17(p) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 226(p)) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(4) PROTEST FEE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall collect 

a $5,000 documentation fee to accompany each 
protest for a lease, right of way, or application 
for permit to drill. 

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF FEES.—Of all fees col-
lected under this paragraph, 50 percent shall re-
main in the field office where they are collected 
and used to process protests subject to appro-
priation.’’. 

Subtitle C—Permit Streamlining 
SEC. 531. IMPROVE FEDERAL ENERGY PERMIT CO-

ORDINATION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of the In-

terior (referred to in this section as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’) shall establish a Federal Permit 
Streamlining Project (referred to in this section 
as the ‘‘Project’’) in every Bureau of Land 
Management field office with responsibility for 
permitting energy projects on Federal land. 

(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall enter into a memorandum of under-
standing for purposes of this section with— 

(A) the Secretary of Agriculture; 
(B) the Administrator of the Environmental 

Protection Agency; and 

(C) the Chief of the Army Corps of Engineers. 
(2) STATE PARTICIPATION.—The Secretary may 

request that the Governor of any State with en-
ergy projects on Federal lands to be a signatory 
to the memorandum of understanding. 

(c) DESIGNATION OF QUALIFIED STAFF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after 

the date of the signing of the memorandum of 
understanding under subsection (b), all Federal 
signatory parties shall, if appropriate, assign to 
each of the Bureau of Land Management field 
offices an employee who has expertise in the 
regulatory issues relating to the office in which 
the employee is employed, including, as applica-
ble, particular expertise in— 

(A) the consultations and the preparation of 
biological opinions under section 7 of the En-
dangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1536); 

(B) permits under section 404 of Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); 

(C) regulatory matters under the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.); 

(D) planning under the National Forest Man-
agement Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a et seq.); and 

(E) the preparation of analyses under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

(2) DUTIES.—Each employee assigned under 
paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) not later than 90 days after the date of as-
signment, report to the Bureau of Land Man-
agement Field Managers in the office to which 
the employee is assigned; 

(B) be responsible for all issues relating to the 
energy projects that arise under the authorities 
of the employee’s home agency; and 

(C) participate as part of the team of per-
sonnel working on proposed energy projects, 
planning, and environmental analyses on Fed-
eral lands. 

(d) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—The Secretary 
shall assign to each Bureau of Land Manage-
ment field office identified in subsection (a) any 
additional personnel that are necessary to en-
sure the effective approval and implementation 
of energy projects administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management field offices, including in-
spection and enforcement relating to energy de-
velopment on Federal land, in accordance with 
the multiple use mandate of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.). 

(e) FUNDING.—Funding for the additional per-
sonnel shall come from the Department of the 
Interior reforms identified in sections 511, 512, 
and 521. 

(f) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion affects— 

(1) the operation of any Federal or State law; 
or 

(2) any delegation of authority made by the 
head of a Federal agency whose employees are 
participating in the Project. 

(g) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section 
the term ‘‘energy projects’’ includes oil, natural 
gas, coal, and other energy projects as defined 
by the Secretary. 
SEC. 532. ADMINISTRATION OF CURRENT LAW. 

Notwithstanding any other law, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall not require a finding of ex-
traordinary circumstances in administering sec-
tion 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 
SEC. 533. POLICIES REGARDING BUYING, BUILD-

ING, AND WORKING FOR AMERICA. 
(a) CONGRESSIONAL INTENT.—It is the intent of 

Congress that— 
(1) this title will support a healthy and grow-

ing United States domestic energy sector that, in 
turn, helps to reinvigorate American manufac-
turing, transportation, and service sectors by 
employing the vast talents of United States 
workers to assist in the development of energy 
from domestic sources; and 

(2) Congress will monitor the deployment of 
personnel and material onshore under this title 
to encourage the development of American tech-
nology and manufacturing to enable United 
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States workers to benefit from this title through 
good jobs and careers, as well as the establish-
ment of important industrial facilities to support 
expanded access to American energy resources. 

(b) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall, when possible and practicable, en-
courage the use of United States workers and 
equipment manufactured in the United States in 
all construction related to mineral resource de-
velopment under this title. 

Subtitle D—Judicial Review 
SEC. 541. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title— 
(1) the term ‘‘covered civil action’’ means a 

civil action containing a claim under section 702 
of title 5, United States Code, regarding agency 
action (as defined for the purposes of that sec-
tion) affecting a covered energy project on Fed-
eral lands of the United States; and 

(2) the term ‘‘covered energy project’’ means 
the leasing of Federal lands of the United States 
for the exploration, development, production, 
processing, or transmission of oil, natural gas, 
wind, or any other source of energy, and any 
action under such a lease, except that the term 
does not include any disputes between the par-
ties to a lease regarding the obligations under 
such lease, including regarding any alleged 
breach of the lease. 
SEC. 542. EXCLUSIVE VENUE FOR CERTAIN CIVIL 

ACTIONS RELATING TO COVERED 
ENERGY PROJECTS. 

Venue for any covered civil action shall lie in 
the district court where the project or leases 
exist or are proposed. 
SEC. 543. TIMELY FILING. 

To ensure timely redress by the courts, a cov-
ered civil action must be filed no later than the 
end of the 90-day period beginning on the date 
of the final Federal agency action to which it 
relates. 
SEC. 544. EXPEDITION IN HEARING AND DETER-

MINING THE ACTION. 

The court shall endeavor to hear and deter-
mine any covered civil action as expeditiously as 
possible. 
SEC. 545. STANDARD OF REVIEW. 

In any judicial review of a covered civil ac-
tion, administrative findings and conclusions re-
lating to the challenged Federal action or deci-
sion shall be presumed to be correct, and the 
presumption may be rebutted only by the pre-
ponderance of the evidence contained in the ad-
ministrative record. 
SEC. 546. LIMITATION ON INJUNCTION AND PRO-

SPECTIVE RELIEF. 

In a covered civil action, the court shall not 
grant or approve any prospective relief unless 
the court finds that such relief is narrowly 
drawn, extends no further than necessary to 
correct the violation of a legal requirement, and 
is the least intrusive means necessary to correct 
that violation. In addition, courts shall limit the 
duration of preliminary injunctions to halt cov-
ered energy projects to no more than 60 days, 
unless the court finds clear reasons to extend 
the injunction. In such cases of extensions, such 
extensions shall only be in 30-day increments 
and shall require action by the court to renew 
the injunction. 
SEC. 547. LIMITATION ON ATTORNEYS’ FEES. 

Sections 504 of title 5, United States Code, and 
2412 of title 28, United States Code, (together 
commonly called the Equal Access to Justice 
Act) do not apply to a covered civil action, nor 
shall any party in such a covered civil action re-
ceive payment from the Federal Government for 
their attorneys’ fees, expenses, and other court 
costs. 
SEC. 548. LEGAL STANDING. 

Challengers filing appeals with the Depart-
ment of the Interior Board of Land Appeals 
shall meet the same standing requirements as 
challengers before a United States district court. 

TITLE VI—EXPEDITIOUS PROGRAM OF OIL 
AND GAS LEASING IN THE NATIONAL PE-
TROLEUM RESERVE IN ALASKA 

SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘National Petro-

leum Reserve Alaska Access Act’’. 
SEC. 602. SENSE OF CONGRESS AND REAFFIRM-

ING NATIONAL POLICY FOR THE NA-
TIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 
ALASKA. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska 

remains explicitly designated, both in name and 
legal status, for purposes of providing oil and 
natural gas resources to the United States; and 

(2) accordingly, the national policy is to ac-
tively advance oil and gas development within 
the Reserve by facilitating the expeditious explo-
ration, production, and transportation of oil 
and natural gas from and through the Reserve. 
SEC. 603. NATIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 

ALASKA: LEASE SALES. 
Section 107(a) of the Naval Petroleum Re-

serves Production Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 
6506a(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct an expeditious program of competitive leas-
ing of oil and gas in the reserve in accordance 
with this Act. Such program shall include at 
least one lease sale annually in those areas of 
the reserve most likely to produce commercial 
quantities of oil and natural gas each year in 
the period 2011 through 2021.’’. 
SEC. 604. NATIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 

ALASKA: PLANNING AND PERMIT-
TING PIPELINE AND ROAD CON-
STRUCTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Interior, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, shall facilitate and ensure permits, in an 
environmentally responsible manner, for all sur-
face development activities, including for the 
construction of pipelines and roads, necessary 
to— 

(1) develop and bring into production any 
areas within the National Petroleum Reserve in 
Alaska that are subject to oil and gas leases; 
and 

(2) transport oil and gas from and through the 
National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska to exist-
ing transportation or processing infrastructure 
on the North Slope of Alaska. 

(b) TIMELINE.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that any Federal permitting agency shall issue 
permits in accordance with the following 
timeline: 

(1) Permits for such construction for transpor-
tation of oil and natural gas produced under ex-
isting Federal oil and gas leases with respect to 
which the Secretary has issued a permit to drill 
shall be approved within 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(2) Permits for such construction for transpor-
tation of oil and natural gas produced under 
Federal oil and gas leases shall be approved 
within 6 months after the submission to the Sec-
retary of a request for a permit to drill. 

(c) PLAN.—To ensure timely future develop-
ment of the Reserve, within 270 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall submit to Congress a plan 
for approved rights-of-way for a plan for pipe-
line, road, and any other surface infrastructure 
that may be necessary infrastructure that will 
ensure that all leasable tracts in the Reserve are 
within 25 miles of an approved road and pipe-
line right-of-way that can serve future develop-
ment of the Reserve. 
SEC. 605. DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY FOR 

DEVELOPMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-

rior shall issue regulations within 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act that establish 
clear requirements to ensure that the Depart-
ment of the Interior is supporting development 
of oil and gas leases in the National Petroleum 
Reserve in Alaska. 

(b) DEADLINES.—At a minimum, the regula-
tions shall— 

(1) require the Department to respond within 
5 business days acknowledging receipt of any 
permit application for such development; and 

(2) establish a timeline for the processing of 
each such application, that— 

(A) specifies deadlines for decisions and ac-
tions on permit applications; and 

(B) provide that the period for issuing each 
permit after submission of such an application 
shall not exceed 60 days without the concur-
rence of the applicant. 

(c) ACTIONS REQUIRED FOR FAILURE TO COM-
PLY WITH DEADLINES.—If the Department fails 
to comply with any deadline under subsection 
(b) with respect to a permit application, the Sec-
retary shall notify the applicant every 5 days 
with specific information regarding the reasons 
for the permit delay, the name of the specific 
Department office or offices responsible for 
issuing the permit and for monitoring the permit 
delay, and an estimate of the time that the per-
mit will be issued. 
SEC. 606. UPDATED RESOURCE ASSESSMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall complete a comprehensive assessment 
of all technically recoverable fossil fuel re-
sources within the National Petroleum Reserve 
in Alaska, including all conventional and un-
conventional oil and natural gas. 

(b) COOPERATION AND CONSULTATION.—The 
resource assessment required by subsection (a) 
shall be carried out by the United States Geo-
logical Survey in cooperation and consultation 
with the State of Alaska and the American As-
sociation of Petroleum Geologists. 

(c) TIMING.—The resource assessment required 
by subsection (a) shall be completed within 24 
months after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(d) FUNDING.—The United States Geological 
Survey may, in carrying out the duties under 
this section, cooperatively use resources and 
funds provided by the State of Alaska. 

TITLE VII—INTERNET-BASED ONSHORE 
OIL AND GAS LEASE SALES 

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘BLM Live 

Internet Auctions Act’’. 
SEC. 702. INTERNET-BASED ONSHORE OIL AND 

GAS LEASE SALES. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 17(b)(1) of the 

Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 226(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the third sentence, 
by inserting ‘‘, except as provided in subpara-
graph (C)’’ after ‘‘by oral bidding’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) In order to diversify and expand the Na-

tion’s onshore leasing program to ensure the 
best return to the Federal taxpayer, reduce 
fraud, and secure the leasing process, the Sec-
retary may conduct onshore lease sales through 
Internet-based bidding methods. Each indi-
vidual Internet-based lease sale shall conclude 
within 7 days.’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after the 
tenth Internet-based lease sale conducted under 
the amendment made by subsection (a), the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall analyze the first 10 
such lease sales and report to Congress the find-
ings of the analysis. The report shall include— 

(1) estimates on increases or decreases in such 
lease sales, compared to sales conducted by oral 
bidding, in— 

(A) the number of bidders; 
(B) the average amount of bid; 
(C) the highest amount bid; and 
(D) the lowest bid; 
(2) an estimate on the total cost or savings to 

the Department of the Interior as a result of 
such sales, compared to sales conducted by oral 
bidding; and 

(3) an evaluation of the demonstrated or ex-
pected effectiveness of different structures for 
lease sales which may provide an opportunity to 
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better maximize bidder participation, ensure the 
highest return to the Federal taxpayers, mini-
mize opportunities for fraud or collusion, and 
ensure the security and integrity of the leasing 
process. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to that 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be in order except those 
printed in House Report 112–540. Each 
such amendment may be offered only 
in the order printed in the report, by a 
Member designated in the report, shall 
be considered read, shall be debatable 
for the time specified in the report, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent, shall not 
be subject to amendment, and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of 
the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 
OF WASHINGTON 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 3, line 1, insert ‘‘OIL AND GAS EX-
PLORATION, DEVELOPMENT, AND PRO-
DUCTION’’ after ‘‘DOMESTIC’’. 

Page 5, after line 19, insert the following 
(and redesignate the subsequent quoted para-
graphs accordingly): 

‘‘(4) CONCURRENCE.—The plan required by 
paragraph (1) shall not take effect without 
the concurrence of each of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Secretary of Defense with respect to 
elements of the plan within the jurisdiction, 
respectively, of the Department of Agri-
culture, the Department of the Interior, and 
the Department of Defense. 

Page 31, strike lines 1 through 3 and insert 
the following: 

(g) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion the term ‘‘energy projects’’ means oil, 
natural gas and renewable energy projects. 

At the end of section 605 (page 39, after line 
4) add the following: 

(d) ADDITIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE.—Within 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall ap-
prove, after consultation with the State of 
Alaska and public comment, right-of-way 
corridors for the construction of 2 separate 
additional bridges and pipeline rights-of-way 
to help facilitate timely oil and gas develop-
ment of the Reserve. 

At the end of title VI (page 39, after line 
22), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. COLVILLE RIVER DESIGNATION. 

The designation by the Environmental 
Protection Agency of the Colville River 
Delta as an Aquatic Resource of National 
Importance shall have no force or effect. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Natural Petro-
leum Reserve-Alaska, or NPR–A, was 
specifically designated as a petroleum 

reserve back in 1923. It’s a place that 
we can develop our resources for en-
ergy and national security. Title VI of 
this bill will ensure that production 
can occur on NPR–A by requiring at 
least one annual lease sale, streamline 
the permitting process to ensure lease 
sales lead to energy production, and 
ensure a right-of-away plan to allow 
for the transportation of the product 
out of NPR–A. 

In addition to making technical cor-
rections, this amendment aims to ac-
complish two vital goals that are im-
perative for facilitating development 
at NPR–A. First, it would require, at 
the request of the State of Alaska, up 
to two additional rights-of-way 
planned in and out of NPR–A. This 
would prepare for future development 
by providing approved rights-of-way in 
and out of this area. 

Secondly, it would repeal the des-
ignation of the Colville River as an 
Aquatic Resource of National Impor-
tance. This designation was blatantly 
used by the anti-energy EPA as noth-
ing more than a tool to stop energy de-
velopment on this area. 

While the President touts his energy 
record and speaks of his support for 
leasing and energy development in the 
NPR–A, he fails to mention that due to 
red tape from his administration, Alas-
kans have waited for years and years 
for approval to build a simple bridge 
across the Colville River to begin pro-
duction in NPR–A. What you do not 
hear is that the EPA has paid no atten-
tion to the Colville River until after 
ConocoPhillips filed its application for 
a bridge. It was shortly after that ap-
plication that EPA declared it was an 
Aquatic Resource of Natural Impor-
tance. And it was that action that 
stopped the development and produc-
tion for nearly a decade before ap-
proval of this simple bridge and pipe-
line. 

What the Obama administration says 
and what the administration does to 
promote energy development in Alaska 
are entirely two different things. 

So those two things that I mention in 
this amendment would give Alaskans 
the assurance they need to create jobs 
and encourage development of the 
NPR–A. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim time in opposition to this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, when 
manager’s amendments making tech-
nical changes to legislation are pre-
sented, such amendments are accepted 
and we move on to amendments mak-
ing substantive changes to the bill. In 
this instance, however, among the 
technical changes made by this man-
ager’s amendment is a controversial 
provision flatly overturning an EPA 
ruling in Alaska. This change should 
not be made at all, but it certainly 
should not be made as part of a man-
ager’s amendment. 

As part of the review process for be-
ginning energy production in the Na-
tional Petroleum Reserve in Alaska, 
the EPA designated the Colville River, 
the largest Arctic river in Alaska, as 
an Aquatic Resource of National Im-
portance. To be clear, this designation 
did not stop the proposed project. 
ConocoPhillips has already received 
approval to build a gravel road, includ-
ing a bridge over the Colville to access 
their oil field. The National Impor-
tance designation simply required a 
heightened level of review before the 
project moved forward. For Congress to 
overturn this EPA finding through a 
provision buried in what is supposed to 
be a technical manager’s amendment is 
not appropriate. 

Mr. Chairman, I doubt a single Mem-
ber of this House has an informed opin-
ion regarding whether the Colville 
River is an Aquatic Resource of Na-
tional Importance. But I will tell you 
who does have an informed position on 
that question, and that is the scientists 
in Alaska working for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

b 1900 

This provision is an ill-informed 
sneak attack on an agency decision, 
and for the purposes of this debate, it 
has no place in a manager’s amend-
ment. It should be a stand-alone 
amendment that we’re debating. Be-
cause of the inappropriateness of it 
being inside of the manager’s amend-
ment, I would have to oppose this pro-
vision. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I advise my friend that I 
have no more requests for time, and I 
am prepared to close if the gentleman 
is prepared to close. 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time just to say that I don’t 
have a problem in debating this issue, 
but I just think it should be done in an 
appropriate way. It is an important 
issue. It overturns an EPA decision of 
some significance and I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, just briefly, there are 
technical amendments in here which I 
acknowledge and the gentleman did ac-
knowledge, and there are two sub-
stantive changes, and I acknowledge 
both of those. 

Now, I just want to repeat, he talked 
about the issue that the Colville River 
was an aquatic resource of national im-
portance. He’s basing that as the rea-
son why we should not adopt this 
amendment. 

I want to point out again, and I made 
this observation in my remarks, the 
Colville River was not designated this 
until after—and I want to say this 
again very slowly; sometimes you don’t 
hear things in this echo chamber—after 
Conoco wanted to develop the NPR–A. 
When they developed the NPR-A, they 
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had to have access across the Colville 
River. But the EPA said all of a sud-
den: Wait a second, this might be a 
good time to make that change. That’s 
pure politics, Mr. Chairman. 

And I will say this. I was up in Alas-
ka last year, and I stood right at the 
spot where they want to build a bridge 
across the Colville River. The Colville 
River there is not very large, and to 
suggest it falls into that category and 
we should not adopt this amendment 
flies right in the face of common sense. 

So with that, I urge my colleagues to 
adopt this amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. HAS-
TINGS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. I demand a recorded 
vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Washington will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title I (page 6, after line 6) in-
sert the following: 
SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON HYDRAULIC FRAC-

TURING. 
No lease or other authorization may be 

issued under a plan required by subsection 
(k) of section 161 of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act, as amended by section 102 
of this Act, for the conduct of any activity 
related to hydraulic fracturing within 1,000 
feet of a primary or secondary school. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. POLIS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
better protect the health of children by 
providing for a 1,000-foot buffer be-
tween schools and oil or gas drilling 
using the technique commonly known 
as fracking. 

Hydraulic fracturing is a national 
issue, and natural gas is an important 
part of our national energy policy. Ac-
cording to the Interstate Oil and Gas 
Compact Commission, currently oil or 
gas production occurs in 33 States. 
Fracking occurs on more than 90 per-
cent of oil and natural gas wells in the 
U.S. 

Advances in unconventional oil and 
natural gas extraction have led to an 
increase in fracking near where people 

live, work, and play in my district, 
across Colorado, and across the United 
States. That means increased exposure 
to toxic chemicals for kids in school 
and the air that researchers have found 
near wells, as well as noise and the nui-
sance of heavy truck traffic. 

A recent report by the Colorado 
School of Public Health indicated that 
residents living less than half of a mile 
from wells were at a greater risk of 
acute and chronic health problems 
than those who live more than half of 
a mile from drilling sites; including ex-
posure to air pollutants like benzene, a 
known carcinogen, at a level five times 
higher than the Federal hazard stand-
ard. 

Given this risk and the need for more 
information, we should obviously err 
on the side of caution, particularly 
when it comes to children. We need ad-
ditional studies to better understand 
the health impacts; but, given what we 
know, frankly, it’s time to act. 

Now, we’ve already set some basic 
standards when we know pollutants 
may put children at risk. As an exam-
ple, in my district in Colorado, com-
mercial diesel vehicles are prohibited 
from idling for more than 5 minutes 
within 1,000 feet of a school. In New 
York, fracking operations may be 
placed 100 feet from a home and 150 feet 
from a public building. 

A review of active and prospective 
wells in four northern Colorado coun-
ties found 26 schools that have drilling 
wells operational emitting toxic gases 
within 1,000 feet of schools. 

In Erie, Colorado, I met with home-
owners and parents who are increas-
ingly concerned about the impacts of 
fracking on their health and their chil-
dren’s health. We should be listening to 
their voices and not just the demands 
of energy companies. We need to find a 
reasonable compromise to address the 
concerns of families in Erie and across 
America. 

I would like to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY). 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the gentleman’s 
amendment, which would prohibit hy-
draulic fracturing on public lands from 
taking place within 1,000 feet of our 
schools. This major industrial activity 
has significant public health risks and 
has no business being near our kids. 

Hydraulically fractured wells emit 
huge quantities of smog-forming 
chemicals, volatile organic compounds, 
hazardous air pollutants like benzene, 
as well as methane. These pollutants 
cause serious health problems. 

This past March, the Colorado School 
of Public Health released a report 
based on 3 years of monitoring that 
found higher cancer, respiratory, and 
neurological health risks among people 
living closest to drilling sites. The 
analysis found volatile organic chemi-
cals to be five times the level at which 
the emissions are considered poten-
tially harmful to public health, accord-
ing to EPA’s hazard index. 

The Medical Society of New York has 
recently urged caution with expanded 
drilling because of concerns about 
health impacts. And data collected by 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration has shown increased 
ground level ozone and other pollution 
as a result of fracking. 

But the risks go beyond just air qual-
ity. In April 2010, there was a major 
blowout in Pennsylvania at a hydraulic 
fracturing well site. Gas and tainted 
brine spewed 75 feet in the air for 16 
hours. These kinds of blowouts happen 
far too often. 

Even the best regulated activities 
have accidents; but fracking, as we all 
know, is far from the best regulated ac-
tivities. We need to keep it away from 
our kids. It shouldn’t be done near our 
schools, and I urge support for the gen-
tleman’s amendment. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remainder of my time. 

I would ask my colleagues to ask 
themselves, would they want their kids 
to be 300 feet, 500 feet, every day from 
a fracking site? Three hundred feet is 
the size of one football field. Fracking 
is scientifically documented as pro-
ducing air pollution. We know the level 
of air pollution that is promoted, and 
it is measured. 

Advances in technology make reason-
able accommodations possible. Direc-
tional drilling means we can actually 
locate wells miles from schools and 
still extract the oil and natural gas re-
sources we need and make sure that 
our children remain healthy. 

I’m hopeful that my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle support this 
commonsense amendment that will 
protect public health, ensure the safe 
development of natural gas and pro-
mote domestic energy production. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this amend-
ment, I urge my colleagues to join me 
in keeping our children safe, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would really restrict the ability to 
produce energy on Federal lands, and I 
think, quite frankly, it is purely a po-
litical amendment. 

Rather than allow existing environ-
mental protections and reviews to en-
sure that we have safe drilling oper-
ations, this amendment seeks to use an 
arbitrary standard that, frankly, is 
more of a scare tactic than good 
science; and it would actually harm 
school districts, principally those in 
the Intermountain West, that take ad-
vantage of their large landholder sta-
tus to lease their lands for energy de-
velopment. 

b 1910 
In addition, it would infringe upon 

the ability of Native American tribes 
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to manage their lands and their re-
sources. It’s bad policy, particularly 
for the consequences of tribal lands 
that are trying to develop their energy 
resources. This would restrict their 
ability to do that. 

Now, we’ve heard the other side talk 
about why we need to do this, and the 
implication is that we need to do this 
to protect drinking water at our chil-
dren’s schools that may become con-
taminated from hydraulic fracturing. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say this 
very emphatically. This information of 
contamination is based on absolutely 
no science or factual evidence. As a 
matter of fact, to put an exclamation 
point on that, earlier this week, the 
gentleman who is offering this amend-
ment, his governor, Governor 
Hickenlooper of Colorado—who, I 
might add, is a Democrat—was quoted 
as saying—and I’ll say the whole quote 
here, and I’ll say it as slowly as I can 
so everybody can understand what 
Governor Hickenlooper said: 

There have been tens of thousands of wells 
in Colorado, and we can’t find anywhere in 
Colorado a single example of the process of 
fracking that has polluted groundwater. 

Now, I didn’t say this. I am quoting 
the governor of the gentleman who of-
fered the amendment, his State. 

Mr. Chairman, I just have to say, I 
believe this is a politically motivated 
amendment, and it, frankly, does not 
even deserve debate on that. So I urge 
rejection of this amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-

stands that amendment No. 3 will not 
be offered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. QUIGLEY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title I (page 6, after line 11) 
add the following: 
SEC. ll. PROTECTIVE APPROACH TO OIL AND 

GAS LEASING, EXPLORATION, AND 
DEVELOPMENT ON THE OUTER CON-
TINENTAL SHELF. 

The Secretary of the Interior— 
(1) shall not conduct or authorize any leas-

ing, exploration, or development of oil and 
gas resources of the Outer Continental Shelf 
under a plan required by subsection (k) of 
section 161 of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act, as amended by section 102 of 
this Act, unless— 

(A) sound science shows that such activi-
ties can proceed with minimal risk to the 
health of the marine environment and coast-
al environment. 

(B) the Secretary has a thorough under-
standing of the marine environment and 
coastal environment impacted by the activ-
ity and an environmental baseline, the risks 
of exploration or development, and the po-
tential consequences of accidents and other 
emergencies; and 

(C) the Secretary determines, on the basis 
of sound science, that risks are minimal, rig-
orous safety measures are in place and will 
be enforced, and there is a demonstrated 
ability to mount an effective response to ac-
cidents in real-world conditions; 

(2) shall not make available for oil and gas 
leasing under such a plan any area of the 
outer Continental Shelf that, by itself or in 
a network, has distinguishing ecological 
characteristics, is important for maintaining 
habitat heterogeneity or the viability of a 
species, or contributes disproportionately to 
the health of an ecosystem, including its bio-
diversity, function, structure, or resilience; 
and 

(3) in determining whether an area is de-
scribed in paragraph (2), should give par-
ticular consideration to— 

(A) areas of high productivity or diversity; 
(B) areas that are important for feeding, 

migration, or the lifecycle of species; and 
(C) areas of biogenic habitat, structure 

forming habitat, or habitat for endangered 
or threatened species. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, 2 years 
ago, the largest accidental marine oil 
spill in the history of the petroleum in-
dustry ravaged the gulf coast. We 
passed legislation, we convened com-
missions, and we swore that we would 
learn. Have we? I fear the answer is no, 
and I’m not the only one. 

In April of this year, the Presidential 
panel that investigated the explosion 
gave the Obama administration a B, 
the oil industry a C-plus, and Congress 
a D for refusing to act on any of the 
recommendations of the commission. 

The bill that stands before us today 
seeks to increase domestic oil and gas 
production and reduce regulation of 
the energy industry. I’ve said it before 
and I’ll say it again, sometimes this 
place feels like Groundhog Day, and I 
am Bill Murray. So, in the spirit of 
déjà vu, I am offering an amendment 
today that mirrors legislation I intro-
duced in the 111th Congress as a re-
sponse to the BP oil catastrophe. 

The amendment would reconfigure 
the existing presumption that extrac-
tion comes first and conservation 
comes second. The measure would 
change our Nation’s Outer Continental 
Shelf policy and mandate precaution 
from a derivative that may imply that 
protection of the environment is sec-
ondary to expeditious development; de-
clares that protection and mainte-
nance—and where appropriate, restora-
tion—of ocean ecosystems and coastal 
environment is of primary importance; 
makes clear that OCS leasing, explo-
ration, and development will be au-
thorized in limited areas of the ocean 
only when science shows that those ini-
tiatives can proceed with minimal risk 
to the health of ocean ecosystems; pro-
tects Important Ecological Areas, or 
IEAs, by requiring the Secretary to 
consider geographical, geological, and 
ecological characteristics of the OCS 
areas. And finally, it amends the Outer 

Continental Shelf Lands Act to require 
specific precautions for areas with par-
ticular physical or environmental char-
acterizations from OCS leasing. 

In the Commission’s review, one of 
the chairmen stated: 

Across the board, we are disappointed 
with Congress’ lack of action. Two 
years have passed since the explosion 
on the Deepwater Horizon killed 11 
workers, and Congress has yet to enact 
one piece of legislation to make drill-
ing safer. 

Let us do one thing to make our pub-
lic safe, to keep them healthy, and to 
spur economic development through 
conservation and the creation of green 
jobs. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise to claim time in oppo-
sition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, developing our Na-
tion’s Outer Continental Shelf is all 
about achieving a balance. The Federal 
agencies involved have to balance the 
needs of the coastal community and 
the environment while also providing 
for safe energy production. This is how 
you preserve the multiple-use aspect 
that we have for Federal land manage-
ment, and I endorse that concept. 

Fortunately for the gentleman, the 
author of this amendment, the purpose 
of his amendment is already the law of 
the land. No leasing occurs in the 
Outer Continental Shelf without exten-
sive environmental assessment. Now, 
I’ll give you an example. 

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Manage-
ment conducts an environmental im-
pact statement, or an EIS, before leas-
ing any area, then another EIS for the 
specific lease sale area, and then an-
other environmental assessment must 
be conducted before a company can 
even begin development. So, with that 
process that you have to go through, I 
can only conclude that this amend-
ment is offered not about protecting 
the environment, but it’s really about 
stopping offshore energy production. Of 
course, if we do that, obviously what 
does that do to American energy jobs? 

Like I said earlier, fortunately, all 
these protections exist if indeed we’re 
going to have energy production. So I 
don’t think we need this amendment, 
and I would urge my colleagues to re-
ject it. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Having respectfully 
heard the argument, I would stand on 
the statements we have made and yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. GARDNER). 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, we 
had a discussion on this very issue in 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
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and we made very clear that the lan-
guage dealing with the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve did not affect existing 
land management policies or manage-
ment policies, or those policies in place 
to protect our resources. 

So, again, we actually adopted an 
amendment by Chairman DINGELL, the 
gentleman from Michigan, the chair-
man emeritus, to make sure that we 
restated that this does not change or 
affect our Federal land management 
policies and those intended to protect 
our Federal resources. So we made that 
clear in the Energy and Commerce pro-
visions in this bill as well. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. With 
that, then, Mr. Chairman, the argu-
ments have been made. I urge rejection 
of this amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 8, line 6, redesignate subsection (d) as 
subsection (e). 

Page 8, after line 5, insert the following: 
(d) CONSULTATION BY COMMITTEE.—In car-

rying out this title, the Committee shall 
consult with the National Energy Tech-
nology Laboratory. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, under 
this legislation, Congress creates a 
Transportation Fuels Regulatory Com-
mittee with the Secretary of Energy 
chairing the committee. 

b 1920 

My amendment is simple. It will re-
quire the Secretary and the committee, 
during their deliberation, to consult 
and receive input from the National 
Energy Technology Laboratory. 

If we’re going to analyze and report 
on the impacts of the rules and actions 
of the EPA on our Nation’s fossil fuels, 
then we should make sure that the 
committee established under this legis-
lation consults with our Nation’s fossil 
energy laboratory. NETL is our only 
governmental research, design, and de-
velopmental laboratory dedicated to 
domestic energy sources. It’s only fit-
ting we make that they are included in 
this process. 

NETL works with academia on over 
275 projects across this country, as well 
as private entities, having provided 
over 450 projects in 2011, nearly 400 pri-
vate sector projects, and over 100 not- 

for-profit laboratories. NETL’s work in 
2011 alone provided over 2,000 projects, 
89,000 jobs, and over $18 billion in total 
funding in every State in every con-
gressional district. 

NETL’s research and development 
into our transportation fuel sector 
began back in 1918 in Bartlesville, 
Oklahoma, with petroleum research. In 
fact, synthetic gas research began at 
NETL in 1946. 

To note some other successes, NETL 
worked in conjunction with academia 
and private industry to develop hori-
zontal drilling in our Nation’s natural 
gas fields. 

Now, some say that Secretary Chu, 
being the chairman of this committee, 
will consult with his own fossil energy 
team. Maybe that’s true, Mr. Chair-
man, but this is the same Secretary of 
Energy who has worked with President 
Obama to slash our fossil energy re-
search budget by 40 percent over each 
of the last 2 years. This is the same 
Secretary of Energy who should be pro-
moting coal, oil and gas, but, instead, 
makes derogatory comments, such as 
‘‘coal is my worst nightmare.’’ 

What we can do here today is ensure 
that the Transportation Fuels Com-
mittee and the Secretary consult with 
our government’s fossil energy experts. 
If you support having input from gov-
ernment, private sector, and academia 
experts, then support of this amend-
ment would be appreciated. 

Mr. Chairman, I also wish to thank 
Chairman UPTON for his support of 
this. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. This amendment 
highlights, Mr. Chairman, the absurd-
ity of title II of the Republican bill. 
The bill will create a new government 
bureaucracy to conduct an unrealistic 
and burdensome study of several clean 
air rules, none of which have even been 
proposed. This is a fundamentally 
flawed approach. The scope and timing 
of the new government committee’s 
analysis simply are not feasible. 

The bill requires a new interagency 
committee to estimate a host of cumu-
lative impacts of multiple unrelated 
potential rules. The committee is sup-
posed to estimate impacts on gasoline 
prices, capital investments, projected 
maintenance and operation of new 
equipment, refinery capacity, employ-
ment at the national, State and re-
gional levels, other cumulative costs 
and benefits, and even the overall glob-
al economic competitiveness of the 
United States. 

Since none of the rules that are sup-
posed to be analyzed have even been 
proposed, this complex analysis re-
quired by the bill would be full of 
guesswork and assumptions. It’s un-
clear how this new government bu-
reaucracy could estimate the level of 

pollution control that may be required, 
predict compliance options, or assess 
the specified effects. 

Given all of the uncertainties and 
guess work inherent in such an anal-
ysis, it’s unclear how the committee 
could produce an economic analysis of 
the rules with any measure of credi-
bility. 

EPA Assistant Administrator Gina 
McCarthy testified: 

It is unclear how the new committee would 
analyze rules that have not yet been pro-
posed, or how the public could comment on 
that analysis in an informed way. 

She also noted that such analysis 
would be redundant and a waste of gov-
ernment resources, given the extensive 
analysis EPA already completes as 
part of the rulemaking process and the 
interagency review conducted by OMB. 

The bill provides an unrealistic dead-
line, as well, for completing this re-
port, doesn’t create an additional job 
in the private sector. All it will do is 
devote taxpayers’ money to create an-
other government committee in order 
to provide it with the hopeless task of 
conducting a host of complex analyses 
that probably could not be completed 
with any credibility, even if the nec-
essary data did exist and the com-
mittee had years to work. 

So the whole thing is a pointless 
waste of taxpayers’ money required by 
the bill. 

Now, Mr. MCKINLEY’s amendment 
adds some additional consultation to 
that already absurd requirement. The 
Department of Energy is already rep-
resented on this new government com-
mittee the Republicans want to estab-
lish. In fact, the Secretary of Energy 
chairs the committee. 

Mr. MCKINLEY’s amendment adds a 
requirement that the committee con-
sult with part of the Department of En-
ergy. This adds another layer of unnec-
essary, superfluous consultation on an 
already unwieldy process. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the amendment and ‘‘no’’ on the under-
lying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MCKIN-
LEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 9, line 6, strike ‘‘and’’. 
Page 9, line 10, strike the period and insert 

‘‘; and’’. 
Page 9, after line 10, insert the following: 
(F) any other matters affecting the 

growth, stability, and sustainability of the 
Nation’s oil and gas industries, particularly 
relative to that of other nations. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:20 Jun 21, 2012 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00090 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.104 H20JNPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3899 June 20, 2012 
from West Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. By the way, I’m just 
a little happy right now. I just got a 
text that my grandson won his baseball 
game tonight, 15–14. It’s a tournament 
he’s playing in. So be nice over there 
now. 

Mr. Chairman, once again I would 
like to reference the Transportation 
Fuels Regulatory Committee created 
by H.R. 4480. My amendment will look 
at the analysis that the committee will 
develop. 

One of the problems our oil and gas 
industry faces is the vast, ideologically 
motivated regulations they must en-
dure. However, other nations do not 
seem to impose such overburdensome 
policies and regulations upon them. In-
stead, countries in the Middle East and 
Asia promote their oil and gas indus-
tries and work to make it easier for 
these countries to get their gas prod-
ucts to market. 

This amendment would require the 
committee to conduct an analysis of 
other nations’ regulations, policies and 
enforcements, or lack thereof, of their 
oil and gas industries. Saudi Arabia, 
China, and India do not overwhelm 
their oil and gas industries with exces-
sive regulations. They help them to 
thrive. 

This committee needs to look at 
what these other nations are doing to 
grow, stabilize and sustain their oil 
and gas industries, and ultimately 
compare it to what we’re doing here in 
the United States. We ought to help 
our industry, and this amendment 
helps to show how we can improve and 
stop hindering development of our nat-
ural resources. 

Ultimately, I offered this amendment 
because we are supposed to be a Nation 
leading by example over the rest of the 
world. With this economy and millions 
of people unemployed or under-
employed we really ought to be saying 
to our regulators, just because you can 
doesn’t mean you should. Just because 
you can doesn’t mean you should. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I wish to thank 
Chairman UPTON for his support of this 
amendment and the opportunity to 
offer it here. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 1930 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. In the previous 
amendment, we discussed title II, the 
Gasoline Regulations Act, which cre-
ates a new government committee to 
do the impossible: conduct an analysis 
of EPA air quality rules that have not 
yet even been proposed, using data that 
does not exist. 

The interagency committee cannot 
possibly provide a credible assessment 

of the potential impact of these poten-
tial rules on energy prices. It would 
simply require too much guesswork. 
Moreover, the Energy Information Ad-
ministration told our committee staff 
that it does not have the capability to 
conduct much of the analysis required 
by this title. The agency would have to 
devote significant new staff and con-
tractor time to complete the analysis. 

The CBO estimates that the Gasoline 
Regulations Act would cost $3 million 
to implement. That’s $3 million to 
produce a report that will not be reli-
able, credible, or valuable to anyone. 
Mr. MCKINLEY’s amendment would 
make this report even less credible by 
significantly expanding its scope. His 
amendment would require that this 
new interagency committee examine 
‘‘any other matters affecting the 
growth, stability, and sustainability of 
the Nation’s oil and gas industries, par-
ticularly relative to that of other na-
tions.’’ This language suggests that the 
new committee will have to take into 
account events and regulations in 
other countries as well as our own. 
Now, that’s certainly going to send the 
price tag well above $3 million. 

For example, will the new inter-
agency committee have to examine Ni-
gerian labor law? What about oil com-
pany business practices in the Amazon 
or the concerns of indigenous commu-
nities in Canada’s tar sands? Will the 
committee have to take into account 
the health of Hugo Chavez and the po-
tential impact on Venezuelan oil 
prices? Political upheaval in the Mid-
dle East has a profound impact on the 
oil market. Will the new committee 
have to delve into that? 

If the interagency committee were 
serious about examining ‘‘any other 
matters’’ affecting the stability and 
sustainability, then it would have to 
look at a whole Pandora’s box of issues 
here in the United States. 

For example, shouldn’t the com-
mittee have to examine what Congress 
is doing to give coal a competitive ad-
vantage over natural gas by weakening 
air pollution laws and blocking action 
on climate change? 

The CEO of Chesapeake Energy has 
been in the news lately for some ques-
tionable business decisions that have 
helped put the country’s second-largest 
natural gas company on the brink of 
bankruptcy. Certainly, the new inter-
agency committee would have to exam-
ine that issue as part of this inquiry 
into matters relevant to the sustain-
ability of the oil and gas industry. 

All of this is to say that Mr. MCKIN-
LEY’s amendment is extremely broad 
and that it would make a deeply flawed 
report even less reliable and credible, if 
that’s even possible. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MCKIN-
LEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 14, after line 9, at the end of title II, 
add the following new section: 
SEC. 207. PROTECTION AGAINST ASTHMA AND 

OTHER HEALTH EFFECTS OF AIR 
POLLUTION. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency shall not delay fi-
nalization of any of the rules described in 
section 205(a) to establish standards for clean 
air and to reduce air pollution, if the pollu-
tion that would be controlled by the final-
ized rule is contributing to asthma attacks, 
acute and chronic bronchitis, heart attacks, 
cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, 
premature death, or other serious harms to 
human health. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, title II 
of this bill blocks the EPA from final-
izing several important air quality 
rules until after a new government bu-
reaucracy produces a new analysis of 
these and other EPA actions. But it’s a 
fool’s errand because a new govern-
ment bureaucracy is required to con-
duct an impossible analysis of rules 
that haven’t even been proposed using 
data that doesn’t exist. 

The bill would block the EPA from 
issuing new tier 3 standards for motor 
vehicles and fuels to reduce harmful 
tailpipe emissions that cause smog and 
deadly particle pollution. Smog and 
soot pollution can trigger asthma at-
tacks, heart attacks, and even pre-
mature death. 

The bill would block the EPA from 
issuing long overdue rules to require 
refineries to use modern technology to 
reduce their emissions of toxic air pol-
lutants. The pollutants cause cancer, 
birth defects, neurological damage, and 
other serious health problems. 

The bill would also block the EPA 
from issuing rules necessary for States 
and localities to implement the 2008 
ozone standard. This would leave the 
outdated 1997 ozone standard in place. 
Even the Bush administration thought 
this standard was too weak. In addi-
tion, the bill would block the EPA 
from updating the ozone standard to 
reflect the best available science on 
the health effects of breathing dirty 
air. 

During the legislative hearing on this 
bill, Chairman WHITFIELD stated, ‘‘It is 
not the intent of this legislation to roll 
back any existing health protections.’’ 

That claim is laughable for a bill 
that radically changes the Clean Air 
Act by barring the EPA from setting 
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air quality goals based on what the 
science tells us is safe to breathe. But 
if Republicans want to claim that this 
bill is not an attack on the Clean Air 
Act and public health, there should be 
no objection to my amendment. 

My amendment simply states that, 
notwithstanding the bill’s provisions 
and notwithstanding all that’s in this 
bill, the EPA administrator cannot 
delay implementing any of the rules 
targeted by the bill if the air pollution 
that would be controlled by those rules 
causes serious harm to human health, 
including asthma attacks and other 
respiratory disease, heart attacks, can-
cer, birth defects, brain damage, or pre-
mature death. 

This is a simple choice between oil 
industry profits and Americans’ health. 
The top five oil companies earned $137 
billion in profits last year. They can af-
ford to clean up their pollution. 

Instead, this bill would make Ameri-
cans pick up the tab for the oil compa-
nies, and it would make Americans pay 
that tab with their health and even 
their lives. The air quality protections 
blocked by this bill are especially im-
portant for the most vulnerable among 
us—our babies, kids, old people. 

Oil refineries are among the largest 
emitters of toxic air pollution, and 
they are often located near where peo-
ple live, but this bill would indefinitely 
delay the EPA’s ability to require oil 
refineries to clean up pollution such as 
benzene, which causes cancer and con-
tributes to birth defects and develop-
mental harm in babies. 

Republicans argue these rules would 
only be delayed for a while, but many 
of these rules have already been de-
layed for far too long. The Republicans’ 
claim assumes that the interagency 
committee can actually complete the 
impossible study required by this bill. 
Even if that were possible, there would 
still be no deadlines for these new rules 
as the bill eliminates existing dead-
lines and sets no new ones. 

Americans rely on the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to hold pol-
luters responsible for cleaning up their 
pollution. It’s just common sense. If 
you stop the EPA from doing its job, 
public health will suffer. 

So it’s time to come clean. If you 
want to pass a bill to stop the EPA 
from doing its job and allow polluters 
to pollute with impunity, be honest 
with the American people. Tell them 
you think that we have done enough to 
reduce air pollution and that you want 
to stop any further efforts to clean up 
air pollution, but don’t pretend that 
this get-out-of-jail-free card for oil in-
dustry polluters won’t hurt the health 
of Americans, especially our children 
and the elderly. 

If, on the other hand, you don’t want 
to block efforts to clean up air pollu-
tion that is contributing to asthma at-
tacks, heart attacks, lung disease, can-
cer, birth defects, neurological damage, 
and premature death, then support my 
amendment. My amendment will make 
it perfectly clear that the EPA can 

continue to clean up air pollution that 
causes serious health effects. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 1940 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, we 
heard a lot of powerful words there: 
ban, bar, block. The fact is that this 
bill does not ban, bar, or block these 
regulations. In fact, nothing prevents 
and nothing bars, bans, or blocks the 
EPA from developing rules on their 
current schedule. And nothing bars, 
bans, or blocks the EPA from pro-
tecting the public health and the envi-
ronment as the law requires them to do 
so. In fact, it’s quite commonly known 
that the EPA is unlikely to even final-
ize these rules prior to the completion 
of the study. 

We’ve already got tremendous pro-
tections in current law, stringent regu-
lations, some of which were just issued 
in the past few months. But I think we 
ought to take a look to understand 
what impact regulations are going to 
have on the cost of people’s energy. 

Our colleague mentioned picking up 
the tab. I’ll tell you who else is picking 
up the tab: people in poverty are pick-
ing up the tab of increasing energy 
costs, which is making it more and 
more difficult for them to make ends 
meet. They are picking up the tab of 
rising gas prices, costing $50, $60, $70 a 
tank to fill up with gas to drive to 
work. That’s who is picking up the tab, 
our constituents who are trying to lift 
themselves up and out of poverty and 
are having difficulty trying to make 
ends meet because of rising energy 
prices, because this Congress refuses to 
enact legislation that says, Hey, let’s 
look before we leap and understand the 
impact these regulations are going to 
have on the price of gasoline. 

Again, the purpose of the bill is to re-
quire a study. Nothing in this bill re-
lieves the administrator of the EPA 
from the responsibility to issue rules 
required by the Clean Air Act or any 
other legal obligation. Nothing in this 
bill changes the EPA’s obligation to 
protect the public health. Nothing in 
this bill prevents the EPA from devel-
oping and proposing new regulations, 
taking public comments, or from pre-
paring a final rule, a process that typi-
cally requires at least a year. In fact, it 
would be highly unlikely, as I said be-
fore, that they could even both propose 
and finalize this rule before the study 
was finished. 

Our colleague also mentioned that we 
don’t know enough information about 
proposed regulations to study them. 
EPA’s own action development proc-
ess—the internal ways that the EPA 
works, their own internal action devel-
opment process—requires that the 
analysis of a regulation start early in 

the rule development. So they’re al-
ready talking about what impact these 
have, including the President’s own ex-
ecutive orders that require agencies to 
perform analysis and consider the cu-
mulative effects of regulations. So this 
is an unnecessary amendment. 

Our colleague mentioned some of the 
most toxic emitters of air pollution. 
There’s a lot of people around the 
country that believe the most toxic 
emitter of air pollution is Congress. In 
this case, some of those arguments 
have been used in the bill on this 
amendment. 

I would just urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GARDNER. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. There is a regulation 
for Tier 3 standards for automobiles 
that will reduce sulfur and other emis-
sions that are very harmful. EPA’s 
analysis says that will contribute a 
penny per gallon for gasoline. That is 
the kind of rule that would be stopped 
under the existing bill, and there is an 
enormous health impact. 

When you talk about people in pov-
erty, they can afford a penny a gallon 
on gasoline and the oil companies can 
afford to absorb a penny a gallon, espe-
cially with all of the health and lives 
that can be enhanced by removing 
some of these very dangerous chemi-
cals. 

Mr. GARDNER. Reclaiming my time, 
again, I’m not in a position to tell con-
stituents who may find it tough to 
make ends meet that it’s okay if we in-
crease your price of gasoline by a 
penny here and a penny there, a couple 
of pennies, maybe even a nickel. 

Mr. WAXMAN. But you claim that 
it’s going to increase it by many dol-
lars, and I think you’re incorrect. 

Mr. GARDNER. Reclaiming my time, 
we know that a penny increase in a 
gallon of gasoline, the Federal Trade 
Commission has said, can be a signifi-
cant burden, meaning as much as $4 
million to individuals and businesses 
around the country for every single 
penny in the increase of the price of 
gasoline. 

Again, this does not prevent the EPA 
from developing rules on the current 
schedule. It says, Look before you leap. 
That’s why I object to this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 

OF VIRGINIA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

On page 14, after line 9, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 207. CORPORATIONS ARE NOT PEOPLE. 

Section 302 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7602) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(aa) PUBLIC HEALTH.—The term ‘public 
health’— 

‘‘(A) refers to the health of members of the 
species homo sapiens; and 

‘‘(B) does not refer to the health of cor-
porations or any other non-living entities.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, throughout the 112th Con-
gress, the Republican leadership has in-
vested a staggering amount of time and 
effort into gutting our Nation’s clean 
water and air protections. As of this 
month, this House has voted 247 times 
in support of anti-environmental bills, 
amendments, and riders, including 77 
votes devoted to dismantling the Clean 
Air Act alone. 

As we debate yet another bill that 
seeks to gut the public health and wel-
fare protections provided by that act 
and as we witness Democratic attempts 
to protect public health get defeated 
time and again on party-line votes, one 
is tempted to cynically dismiss H.R. 
4480 as the Republican leadership’s lat-
est offering to their good friends in Big 
Oil. However, this bill contains an in-
teresting provision that gave me pause, 
frankly, since it seems to hint that dis-
agreements over protecting public 
health, when setting national ambient 
air quality standards, may actually 
stem from fundamental philosophical 
differences between the two parties. 

One provision in particular begs for 
clarification since it’s not every day 
that Republicans starkly disagree with 
Justice Antonin Scalia in regard to 
statutory interpretation as they do in 
section 206 of this bill. As written, that 
section would amend section 109(b) of 
the Clean Air Act to require the admin-
istrator of the EPA to take feasibility 
and costs into consideration when pre-
scribing air quality standards that are 
requisite to protect public health. 

Now, I’m aware that the author of 
this provision believes that this lan-
guage merely clarifies supposed ambi-
guity in the act, going so far as to as-
sert during the May 17 markup: 

The only reason costs are not being consid-
ered in setting standards there today is be-
cause the Supreme Court said the language 
was ambiguous. 

Mr. Chairman, I must respectfully 
disagree with that interpretation since 
Justice Scalia’s statutory interpreta-
tion of section 109(b) was anything but 
ambiguous. 

To quote Justice Scalia’s unanimous 
opinion in Whitman v. American 
Trucking Associations, Inc., in regard 
to potentially considering cost when 
setting ambient air quality standards 
to protect public health, he said: 

The cost factor is both so indirectly re-
lated to public health and so full of potential 
for canceling the conclusions drawn from di-
rect health effects, that it would have been 
expressly mentioned in sections 108 and 109 
had Congress meant it to be considered. 

Even more to the point, the very first 
sentence of Justice Scalia’s opinion 
says: 

Section 109(b) does not permit the adminis-
trator to consider implementation costs in 
setting national ambient air quality stand-
ards. 

This would seem to put aside any am-
biguity. 

That brings us to my simple amend-
ment. Since Justice Scalia’s opinion 
was crystal clear that the costs cannot 
be considered when setting those 
standards to protect public health, I 
couldn’t figure out why my Republican 
colleagues were so committed to forc-
ing the administrator to take those 
very factors into account. But then it 
dawned on me that since the Clean Air 
Act actually never defines the term 
‘‘public health,’’ perhaps there is some 
confusion concerning who or what com-
prises the public. After all, if one be-
lieves that corporations are people, 
then the term ‘‘public health’’ would 
obviously have a different meaning to 
that individual compared to my own or 
Justice Scalia’s. 

Thus, my simple amendment would 
clarify the term ‘‘public health’’ in the 
Clean Air Act only as it pertains to the 
health of people and not corporations 
or other nonliving entities, and it’s a 
simple fix to clear any confusion and 
restate congressional intent. By adopt-
ing this amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
Congress can reaffirm the principle 
that corporations are not people and 
ensure the lack of definition for the 
term ‘‘public health’’ in the Clean Air 
Act does not cause any confusion, par-
ticularly for certain individuals who 
may be under the misguided impression 
that corporations are, indeed, people. 

b 1950 
I urge my colleagues to support this 

simple amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Again, I believe this 
amendment is unnecessary, talking 
about ambiguities and the silence in 
the law when it comes to the Clean Air 
Act in the determination of cost. Here 
the issue of cost was silent, and we are 
simply saying we ought to have the 
issue of cost brought into this. 

When the term ‘‘public health’’ ap-
peared in the first Federal Clean Air 
legislation in 1955, its ordinary mean-
ing was ‘‘the health of the commu-
nity.’’ In the American Trucking deci-
sion, as you pointed out, the Supreme 
Court affirmed that the definition of 
public health is ‘‘the health of the pub-
lic’’ and does not refer to the health of 
nonliving entities. 

The Clean Air Act requires that am-
bient air quality standards be estab-
lished to protect the public health with 
an adequate margin of safety. Noth-
ing—nothing—in H.R. 4480 changes the 
definition of ‘‘public health.’’ Again, 
let me say that: Nothing in H.R. 4480 
changes the definition of ‘‘public 
health’’ in the Clean Air Act or any ob-
ligations. It doesn’t change any obliga-
tions to set such human health-based 
standards. 

So I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
amendment, and with that, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GENE GREEN 

OF TEXAS 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 112–540. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 14, lines 1 through 9, strike section 
206 (relating to consideration of feasibility 
and cost in revising or supplementing na-
tional ambient air quality standards for 
ozone). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of my 
amendment. 

I would like to vote for this bill, but 
it goes way too far. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent five large 
refineries and 20-plus chemical plants, 
so I’m very sensitive to what regu-
latory compliance can mean to a com-
pany’s economic success. But for over 
40 years, the Clean Air Act has re-
quired the Environmental Protection 
Agency to set the level of each ambient 
air quality standard based on what is 
necessary to protect public health. 
They do this because EPA’s job is 
health, not economic impacts. 
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Again, for over 40 years, Republicans 

and Democrats have agreed to this 
principle, which was passed on a bipar-
tisan basis in the 1970s and signed into 
law by a Republican President and 
unanimously upheld by the U.S. Su-
preme Court in 2001. 

This amendment would strike section 
206 of the bill, which would require the 
EPA to consider industry costs when 
determining what level of air pollution 
is ‘‘safe.’’ But economic and compli-
ance costs are already considered sev-
eral times throughout the regulatory 
process, which is why section 206 is not 
necessary. 

The EPA conducts a regulatory im-
pact analysis for a range of emission 
standards when they propose the stand-
ard. Then they do a second regulatory 
impact analysis when they choose the 
final standard before it is sent to the 
Office of Management and Budget for 
review. 

The regulatory process works. Last 
September, the Office of Management 
and Budget did not allow EPA to move 
forward with a revised ozone NAAQS 
standard because they felt that the 
costs of compliance would be too high 
for the regulated industries at this 
point in our economic recovery. To use 
a Texas saying, let’s not throw out the 
baby with the bathwater. 

Section 206 is a policy rider that un-
dermines 40 years of bipartisan agree-
ment, and I encourage my colleagues 
to support my amendment that would 
strike it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
great respect for my colleague from 
Texas. We’ve worked on a couple of 
pieces of legislation together over the 
year and a half that I have been on the 
committee. I have the honor of serving 
with him on the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. But I also must rise again 
to oppose the amendment from our col-
league from Texas. 

Once again, under this bill, nothing 
in the gasoline regulations act stops 
the EPA from developing rules on their 
current schedule. Nothing in this pre-
vents the EPA from protecting the 
public health and the environment, as 
the law requires them to do. 

But as we talked in the previous 
amendment, consideration of the cost 
and the feasibility of these major rules 
is elsewhere throughout the law. And it 
is warranted because, in this case, a 
failure to consider those costs could 
hurt jobs and the economy. We need to 
know. 

In fact, costs are required in other 
parts of the Clean Air Act. And EPA 
must consider costs in the context of 
setting New Source Performance 
Standards, automobile emission stand-
ards, aircraft emission standards, fuel 
additives, and reformulated gasoline 

standards. And it’s also a matter that 
you have to consider costs when set-
ting future drinking water standards in 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

And if you hearken back to last year 
when President Obama decided that he 
was going to withdraw his last ozone 
rule, one of the comments that he 
made when he was withdrawing that 
ozone rule, which we argued would 
have greatly imperiled our economy— 
here’s a quote from President Obama: 

I have continued to underscore the impor-
tance of reducing regulatory burdens and 
regulatory uncertainty, particularly as our 
economy continues to recover. 

So when the President was talking 
about the Clean Air Act, he recognized 
ozone; he recognized the importance of 
taking a look at our economic uncer-
tainty and the economic uncertainty of 
his last ozone rule. 

So I appreciate our colleague’s 
amendment, but I certainly have to op-
pose it at this time. I urge the rest of 
my colleagues to oppose it as well. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank my col-
league from Colorado because the sys-
tem does work. Even the President 
used economics. But that’s the Presi-
dent’s job, not the EPA. 

I would like to yield 2 minutes to the 
ranking member of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me. 

The Clean Air Act was adopted in 
1970, signed by President Nixon. 
Changes were made in 1990, signed by 
President George H.W. Bush. The heart 
of the Clean Air Act has been that EPA 
relies on the best science possible to 
determine what level of pollution is 
harmful for people to breathe. They de-
cide what is safe. And based on the 
science, EPA sets a quality standard. 
This is the standard to protect public 
health. Then they take into consider-
ation, at the State and local level, the 
costs of how to achieve that. They may 
give more time; they may do it in dif-
ferent ways. 

But section 206 of the bill would end 
this commonsense approach, the main 
part of the Clean Air Act, because it 
would make cost a factor in what is 
supposed to be a scientific decision 
about how much pollution is safe for a 
child to breathe. In setting a public 
health standard, it would give as much 
weight to a polluter’s accountant as to 
a scientist. This is like going to your 
doctor, asking for a diagnosis, and he 
wants to tell you what your diagnosis 
is based on the cost of treatment. You 
want to know what’s most important 
for your health. That’s what’s required 
of the EPA. 

You will hear over and over again Re-
publicans saying, We’ve done well in 
reducing pollution. And we have be-
cause of a Clean Air Act that’s based 
on setting a standard to protect health 
and then allowing costs to determine 

how to achieve that standard, but not 
setting the goal based on costs that 
could be wildly out of sync with the re-
ality of what it would take and how 
much to spend to achieve that health- 
based standard. 

This is a very, very radical provision 
in the bill. I want to commend my col-
league Mr. GREEN for seeking to strike 
it. It would be consistent with the law 
as we have always known it, not to go 
back and change it as this bill would 
do. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, again, 
to repeat, to reiterate, to restate this 
point: Nothing in this bill—nothing in 
this bill—changes the EPA’s obligation 
to protect the public health with an 
adequate safety margin. Nothing 
changes the obligation to protect the 
public health. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

b 2000 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 11⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I appre-
ciate my colleague and your work on 
the committee, but that’s why we need 
to remove 206. That provision actually 
takes away health and safety as EPA’s 
primary responsibility. That’s what it 
was created for in 1970. We already 
have a system that will work to deal 
with the economic problems. We go to 
OMB. But even more so, we can go to 
the States. Because once EPA and OMB 
approves that rule, then they go to the 
States to work out the compliance. 
And in our district, where I have a 
huge industrial capacity, we actually 
work with our State agency and EPA 
to make sure we can economically do 
that within a timeframe. 

That’s why this amendment should 
be acceptable, Mr. Chairman, and I 
would encourage Members to vote for 
this amendment when it comes up for a 
vote tomorrow. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 10 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. TERRY. I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

On page 14, after line 9, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
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SEC. 207. FUEL REQUIREMENTS WAIVER AND 

STUDY. 
(a) WAIVER OF FUEL REQUIREMENTS.—Sec-

tion 211(c)(4)(C) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7545(c)(4)(C)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii)(II), by inserting ‘‘a prob-
lem with distribution or delivery equipment 
necessary for the transportation or delivery 
of fuel or fuel additives,’’ after ‘‘equipment 
failure,’’; 

(2) in clause (iii)(II), by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: ‘‘(ex-
cept that the Administrator may extend the 
effectiveness of a waiver for more than 20 
days if the Administrator determines that 
the conditions under clause (ii) supporting a 
waiver determination will exist for more 
than 20 days)’’; 

(3) by redesignating the second clause (v) 
(relating to the authority of the Adminis-
trator to approve certain State implementa-
tion plans) as clause (vi); and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(vii) PRESUMPTIVE APPROVAL.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of this subpara-
graph, if the Administrator does not approve 
or deny a request for a waiver under this sub-
paragraph within 3 days after receipt of the 
request, the request shall be deemed to be 
approved as received by the Administrator 
and the applicable fuel standards shall be 
deemed to be waived for the period of time 
requested.’’. 

(b) FUEL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS HARMONI-
ZATION STUDY.—Section 1509 of the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law 109–58; 119 
Stat. 1083) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting 

‘‘biofuels,’’ after ‘‘oxygenated fuel,’’; 
(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause 

(iii); 
(II) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 

the semicolon; and 
(III) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(i) the renewable fuel standard; and’’; and 
(IV) in subparagraph (G), by inserting ‘‘or 

Tier III’’ after ‘‘Tier II’’; and 
(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘2008’’ 

and inserting ‘‘2014’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. TERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 

My amendment is a rather simple 
one and I hope all of my colleagues can 
support it. 

Many of us remember the devasta-
tion brought on by Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita. But even more folks outside 
of the gulf region remember the mete-
oric rise in gas prices and the threat of 
having no gas at all. When supplies are 
interrupted, it’s critical to restore fuel 
for consumers as soon as possible. We 
continue to operate in an environment 
in which the fuel required in one mar-
ket may not satisfy the requirement 
set by the EPA in another market, i.e., 
the fuel in Chicago may be different 
from the fuel in St. Louis, especially in 
the summertime. 

If supplies of fuel are disrupted, 
whether from a national emergency or 
from a simple equipment failure, the 
consumers can be affected in a very 

significant and adverse way. When gas 
stations run out of gas, our constitu-
ents suffer. When suppliers run short of 
fuel and the market drives up prices, 
the constituents suffer. Not every sup-
ply disruption is covered in the exist-
ing statute. But every supply disrup-
tion can hurt our consumers. That is 
what this amendment is doing: Ensur-
ing that the Administrator has the au-
thority to serve the best interests of 
our constituents—our consumers— 
when fuel prices are affected. 

Further, asking these consumers to 
wait a prolonged period of time before 
issuing a ruling that could restore sup-
plies to their market is unacceptable. 
Time is of the essence when we are try-
ing to avert these fuel shortages and 
price spikes. It’s important that the 
decisions regarding the economic wel-
fare of our constituents are made in a 
timely manner. 

The underlying bill that we have here 
before us is about doing what we can to 
keep the prices as low as we can. This 
amendment would broaden the times 
where EPA can grant a waiver to an 
area to use whatever fuel they have on 
hand when there is a disruption. Right 
now, the authority only exists for nat-
ural disasters and other larger emer-
gencies. Not all disruptions are cov-
ered. This amendment expands upon 
the waiver to include any disruption. 
Because we have refineries closing in 
the Northeast and we have a limited 
ability to move product due to Jones 
Act requirements, we need to ensure 
that any region is never in a position 
of doing without fuel. 

The second part of my amendment 
calls for the EPA and DOE to conduct 
the Fuel Harmonization Study that 
EPACT 05 directed them to complete 
by June, 2008. And here we are in 2012 
and we don’t have the study. It simply 
tells them to get on it. We want the 
Harmonization Study completed. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim time in opposition to this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CRAWFORD). 
The gentleman from California is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WAXMAN. This amendment 
would change the law—the Clean Air 
Act—that authorizes EPA to waive pol-
lution control requirements for motor 
vehicle fuels where there’s an ex-
tremely unusual fuel supply cir-
cumstance. Well, we want that ability 
to waive that law. And EPA is already 
allowed to do that. 

But the Terry amendment provides 
that if EPA doesn’t act in 3 days, it’s 
automatically granted. And that’s not 
enough time for EPA to act. Often, a 
request for a waiver is incomplete. We 
don’t know exactly why they’re asking 
for the waiver. They haven’t come up 
with all the information. It may not 
specify the area that could be covered. 
It may not be clear on exactly which 
fuel parameters are waived. 

So under this amendment the EPA 
would have to choose between two bad 

options. They could reject the waiver 
and then perhaps approve a revised 
version a few days later when EPA gets 
the necessary information. Well, that 
doesn’t make any sense. Fuel suppliers 
are going to be confused. They may be 
concerned that EPA won’t address a 
situation where they need some rule. 
Or, EPA can allow an ambiguous and 
confusing waiver request to become ef-
fective. Again, this would just leave 
fuel suppliers confused and uncertain 
about what they have to do. Since the 
waiver would become effective auto-
matically, how would fuel suppliers 
even find out it had gone into effect? 
It’s also unclear what constitutes a 
waiver of request. 

I think there’s a lot of confusion in 
this proposal. I don’t know why exist-
ing law should be changed. If there’s 
been a problem, we haven’t heard any 
testimony on this. We haven’t had any 
hearings on this in our committee. 

Requiring laws and regulations to be 
waived hastily, based on incomplete in-
formation, and for potentially long pe-
riods of time, is simply bad policy. 
Regulations are adopted through a pub-
lic process which allows all parties to 
participate and all relevant informa-
tion to be considered. But without lim-
its, waivers could effectively rewrite 
regulations without public input. 
That’s why the Clean Air Act waiver 
provisions, which were adopted in 2005, 
are narrowly crafted. 

So I have a lot of misgivings about 
this policy. I don’t know why we need 
it. We haven’t had any testimony on it. 
It can lead to some very bad results. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. TERRY. I appreciate the gentle-

man’s remarks, but it’s really not as 
draconian a measure as it may appear 
from his comments. When a waiver is 
requested, it’s usually by a government 
entity for a region, usually with Gov-
ernors, and there still has to be a dis-
ruption. If there’s a disruption to the 
point where a government entity has 
to request a waiver from the oxygen re-
quirements for the summer fuel for 
that particular region, that disruption 
is going to be well known and well doc-
umented. It won’t take them more 
than 3 days to do it, unless they’re in-
tentionally dragging their feet. 

Three days is sufficient. And if they 
refuse to act on that within that cer-
tain period of time, I think it’s com-
pletely appropriate that they’re able to 
keep the blend with the supply that 
they would have. 

So this is really a simple request, a 
simple amendment to make sure that 
price spikes don’t occur, that time is of 
the necessity. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, a 

waiver request does not have to come 
from a public entity. It can come from 
elsewhere as well. 

I yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY). 

b 2010 
Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gen-

tleman. This is just another example 
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that Congress knows best. It is a Re-
publican solution to everything. Let’s 
not let the agency professionals do 
their jobs on a case-by-case basis. Let’s 
have a one-size-fits-all, 3-day shot 
clock that we put on a request that 
could have significant impacts environ-
mentally in areas. 

And by the way, if the agency is not 
ready, they might just reject it on day 
two because there’s not enough infor-
mation, rather than having an orderly 
process that makes it possible for the 
agency to be able to determine in a 
conversation with perhaps a govern-
ment entity, but perhaps not, all of the 
details of what the implications are, 
what the ramifications of this request 
would be. 

But it’s not different than the shot 
clock that you want to put on the De-
partment of the Interior in 60 days hav-
ing to approval drilling in sensitive off-
shore or onshore lands in our country. 
All of these things are basically part of 
a Republican agenda to ensure that the 
hands of the government are actually 
tied in protecting the health and envi-
ronment of our country. 

What the gentleman from Nebraska 
is doing, which is part and parcel of a 
systematic approach to undermine the 
ability of those agencies that are 
tasked with the job of protecting the 
health, of protecting the environment, 
of protecting the safety of individual 
citizens, is to have handcuffs put on 
them so they cannot discharge their re-
sponsibility. 

I urge in the strongest possible terms 
a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Terry amendment. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Nebraska is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. TERRY. I would just state that I 
think the rhetoric far exceeds the facts 
here. This is a simple amendment just 
to say when there’s a disruption, in-
stead of waiting around, when we know 
there’s a problem, let’s take care of the 
problem, allow the available fuel to be 
used so there aren’t price spikes that 
hurt people. 

And so I ask that my colleagues sup-
port this amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. RUSH 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 11 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 14, after line 9, at the end of title II, 
add the following new section: 
SEC. 207. IMPACT ON GASOLINE PRICES AND 

JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES. 
(a) DETERMINATION OF IMPACT.—Not later 

than 90 days after the date of enactment of 

this Act, the Administrator of the Energy 
Information Administration shall make a de-
termination as to whether implementation 
of this title is projected to lower gasoline 
prices or create jobs in the United States 
within 10 years. 

(b) SUNSET IF IMPLEMENTATION NOT PRO-
JECTED TO LOWER GASOLINE PRICES OR CRE-
ATE JOBS.—Sections 205 and 206 shall cease to 
be effective if the Administrator of the En-
ergy Information Administration, pursuant 
to subsection (a), determines that implemen-
tation of this title is not projected to lower 
gasoline prices and create jobs in the United 
States within 10 years. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, while gas 
prices have subsided over the past few 
months, Americans are still very con-
cerned about the issue of jobs and high 
unemployment. In my district and in 
the African American community in 
general, joblessness is far higher than 
the national average with some com-
munities experiencing unemployment 
rates of up to 60 percent. Yet even with 
these staggering figures, we are here 
today debating a bill that will do abso-
lutely nothing to address this critical 
issue that the American people are fac-
ing. Nada, zip, zero will it do. 

Mr. Chairman, the House will only be 
in session a little over 20 more days be-
fore we recess in August; and after 
that, this House will barely be in ses-
sion until after the November elec-
tions. During this limited time, we 
should be focusing our attention on 
legislation that will create jobs and 
move America forward towards a 
smarter energy future that is less vul-
nerable to the whims of the world’s oil 
market. 

However, there is nothing in this bill, 
H.R. 4480, that will do anything to ad-
dress the issues most important to the 
American people. Neither jobs nor gas 
prices are dealt with in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment, the 
amendment that I’m offering today, 
gets right to the heart of the matter 
and simply states that: 

Not later than 90 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the administrator of the 
Energy Information Administration shall 
make a determination as to whether imple-
mentation of this Act is projected to lower 
gasoline prices or create jobs within the 
United States within 10 years. 

That’s what my amendment says— 
clearly, simply, concisely. 

However, if the administrator of the 
EIA determines that implementation 
of this act is not projected to lower 
prices or create jobs in 10 years, then 
the most egregious provisions of this 
bill, sections 205 and 206, which attack 
existing Clean Air Act protections, will 
sunset and cease to be in effect. 

Mr. Chairman, provisions in this bill, 
such as title II, the Gasoline Regula-
tions Act, use the backdrop of high un-
employment and fluctuating gas prices 
as a ruse to once again attack the EPA 
and the Clean Air Act, without doing a 

single thing to actually reduce the cost 
that Americans are paying at the pump 
or to deliver more jobs to the American 
people. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress should not 
remove long-standing Clean Air Act re-
quirements for EPA to set ambient air 
quality standards at the level nec-
essary to protect human health. 

Nor should the majority attempt to 
block and delay several EPA air qual-
ity and public health provisions under 
the guise of falsely claiming that these 
attacks on EPA will actually create 
jobs or reduce gas prices. Time and 
time again over the past year and a 
half, this Congress, under the majority 
party’s leadership, has voted to roll 
back provisions of the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote for the Rush amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to tell a little bit of a story. I 
grew up and live in a very small town 
in the eastern plains of Colorado. There 
are about 3,000 people who live in this 
small town. And when I was growing 
up, there was a mother and her daugh-
ter who lived across the street from 
where I was growing up in a little 
home. They had an older car. And in 
this small town, the grocery stores, 
gosh, can’t be more than four blocks 
away. But when they went to the gro-
cery store, they walked. 

As the years went by and the mother 
got older, they still walked to the gro-
cery store. In the winter, a lot of times 
they walked. And in the summer, they 
walked. I remember asking them one 
time, they have a car, how come 
they’re not driving? It’s just four 
blocks away. And as she got older and 
it was more difficult to walk, her re-
sponse was because we can’t afford the 
gas. That’s four blocks of driving. It 
can’t use much gasoline. But the fact 
is, the price of gas mattered to that 
family. It made the difference of get-
ting groceries, putting food on the 
table. 

We talk about people’s ability to af-
ford health care. If you’re left with the 
option of getting to work or buying 
health care insurance, what are you 
going to do? What choice are you going 
to make? 

By making sure that we have abun-
dant, affordable energy, we are making 
sure that families can make ends meet 
easier, that they can make those 
choices to go see the doctor when they 
need to, because high prices of energy 
certainly impact the ability of families 
to lift themselves out of poverty to 
make sure that they’re improving their 
own lives. 

b 2020 
Your amendment would stop the look 

that we’re asking to take at what regu-
lations do when it comes to the price of 
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gasoline, when it comes to the price of 
energy. Nothing in this bill prevents 
the EPA from developing rules on their 
current schedule, but it does say we 
need to understand the impact that 
they are going to have on the price of 
gasoline, because I bet those neighbors 
of mine are very interested in what 
government is doing to increase the 
cost of them getting to the grocery 
store or not, and maybe they could 
drive when it’s cold outside. 

Mr. RUSH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARDNER. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Illinois. 
Mr. RUSH. I am so glad you used the 

story and told the story of your neigh-
bor, because your neighbor is not un-
like my neighbors. They’re suffering 
from unemployment; they’re suffering 
from high gas prices. But what con-
fuses me and what’s gotten me as-
tounded is the fact that in this bill, 
your neighbor, her problems, my neigh-
bor’s problems, the problems of all the 
Members of this body, all of our neigh-
bors’ problems, our problems aren’t ad-
dressed. 

All I’m asking for is that if the EIA— 
a fairly knowledgeable agency, an 
agency that is respected—if they deter-
mine after looking at the provisions of 
this bill and say that this bill will not 
create one job, this bill doesn’t address 
rising gasoline prices—— 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could reclaim my time so that I can 
have the ability to close on my amend-
ment, and I appreciate my colleague’s 
debate on this. 

But again, this issue is not about 
stopping or blocking the EPA from 
doing it, because they’re fully able to 
develop rules on their current schedule. 
Nothing prevents them from protecting 
the public health and the environment 
as the law requires them to do—noth-
ing. So your amendment, though, when 
you talk about rules affecting gas 
prices should be delayed until the re-
port is completed because those rules 
could increase gas prices; that’s all 
we’re trying to do. Allowing a single 
member of this committee, which your 
amendment would do, to circumvent 
the analysis would defeat the purpose 
of the act. 

Gas prices impact, as we know, all 
parts of our economy, and we need to 
have multiple experts. But the EIA, of 
which your amendment deals with, 
doesn’t have the expertise in national 
competitiveness. They don’t have the 
expertise in job impacts or agriculture 
or health benefits analysis. 

Again, I think we have just got to be 
at the point where we let the American 
people know what’s happening to the 
price of gasoline because of these regu-
lations. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 12 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 17, after line 17, insert the following: 
‘‘(6) The Strategy under this subsection 

should seek to ensure that that the percent-
age of onshore Federal oil and gas leases 
under which production is not occurring is 
reduced during the next 4-year period. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, the bill be-
fore us tonight would elevate energy 
production above all other uses of pub-
lic lands in, really, contradiction of the 
principles of multiple use under the 
Federal Land Management and Policy 
Act. This would be to the detriment of 
grazing, hunting, fishing, and other 
recreation activities. Yet the plan en-
visioned by the majority’s bill does not 
even require that the Interior Depart-
ment consider the tens of millions of 
acres of public lands that oil companies 
are just sitting on and not using. 

Right now, oil companies have rough-
ly 25 million acres of public land on-
shore on which they are not producing 
oil. Even worse, oil companies are not 
even beginning drilling activities on 
the vast majority of these nonpro-
ducing areas. In fact, last month the 
Interior Department released a new re-
port which found that oil companies 
have nearly 21 million acres onshore 
under lease on which they have not 
even begun conducting exploration ac-
tivities. 

Well over half of the public lands 
that oil companies have under lease on-
shore are idle. They are warehousing 
these leases. They are sitting on these 
leases. My amendment would require 
that the Secretary reduce the number 
of nonproducing leases as part of the 
plan for energy development on public 
lands that would be established under 
the underlying bill. 

Before we risk disrupting additional 
public lands, let’s begin by getting the 
oil and gas industry to use the leases 
they have. It’s simple: No seconds 
while your plate is still full. It’s the 
height of cynicism that the industry 
would be squatting on these leases at 
the same time it is asking us to give 
them more land that belongs to the 
Americans. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim time in oppo-
sition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, we’ve heard this argu-
ment and this debate and this issue be-
fore. This is nothing but a recycled 
version of the old use-it-or-lose-it argu-
ment that we’ve heard so many times, 
but this time it’s disguised as an effort 
to reduce nonproducing leases. 

This amendment is based on a com-
pletely unsubstantiated premise, which 
is that oil companies are sitting on oil 
and gas leases, therefore rendering 
them inactive—at least that’s how the 
claim goes—if they are not diligently 
drilling for and producing oil. 

This is important, Mr. Chairman. Use 
it or lose it is already the law of the 
land. Why? Because every lease on Fed-
eral land currently includes develop-
ment language requiring moving for-
ward by the energy companies, and if a 
company does not produce within those 
lease terms, then the lease reverts 
back to the government. 

Now, keep in mind, picture this: A 
company is paying money for a lease 
and there are certain conditions in this 
lease for them to produce in a time pe-
riod. If they don’t produce in that time 
period, it reverts back to the govern-
ment. Is that not use it or lose it? 
That’s the law of the land as it is a 
part of the lease sales. 

So, just because a lease sale is not 
actively producing, that doesn’t mean 
that there’s not work on that lease 
sale. Leases can be held for up to 7 or 
10 years because studies or permitting 
or even lawsuits slow that process 
down. 

In addition, it isn’t possible to drill 
every lease at the same time. Think of 
leases like homebuilding. A home-
builder doesn’t start building every 
home at the same time. You have roof-
ers, you have framers, you have plumb-
ers, you have drywalls, you have elec-
tricians all working at different times 
on different parts of the house. Oil and 
natural gas is the same way. You have 
geologists, drillers, production, permit-
ting, and environmental studies. All 
those things happen in different steps. 

So the argument that use it or lose 
it—which is already in place—is some-
thing that we should even be debating 
here is nonsensical. It ignores the re-
alities of oil and gas, the years of ex-
ploring, the drilling and permitting 
that it takes to bring something to the 
floor. 

Not only has a use-it-or-lose-it argu-
ment failed many times when it’s been 
brought to the floor of this House, but 
in the House Natural Resources Com-
mittee on legislation dealing with this, 
it lost on a bipartisan vote. Frankly, 
Mr. Chairman, I suspect if there’s a 
vote called on this, it, too, will lose on 
a bipartisan vote. So to encourage 
that, I would urge my colleagues to re-
ject this amendment. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, may I ask 

the time remaining on this amend-
ment? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey has 3 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. HOLT. I would be pleased to 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the coauthor of 
this amendment, the ranking member, 
Mr. MARKEY. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

I have a suggestion to succinctly tell 
the whole story about the tens of mil-
lions of acres that oil companies are al-
lowing to sit idle. Fox should create a 
new TV show for the oil companies 
holding all these idle wells, and it 
could be called ‘‘American Idle,’’ with 
Exxon and Chevron and BP and all 
those companies as the contestants. 
Every week, the oil companies can 
come and sing their sad tune about 
needing more taxpayer-owned land to 
drill even as their lease blocks are left 
lonely for years at a time and they 
don’t drill at all. 
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ExxonMobil and BP could sing songs 
like ‘‘Not Taking Care of Business’’ or 
‘‘Sitting on a Block in the Bay,’’ where 
the refrain sung by the oil company ex-
ecutives would, of course, be ‘‘wastin’ 
time.’’ 

And Simon Cowell could come back 
to the show he created so we can all 
watch as he mocks these companies for 
their subpar drilling performance. And 
of course, in typical fashion for the oil 
industry, they’ll still demand to be ad-
vanced to the next round of leasing, 
even though they’re doing nothing. 

And by the way, in this bill, the Re-
publicans actually have a provision 
that if the President, because Iran at-
tacked us, deployed 10 percent of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, that we, 
the American people, would then have 
to lease 200 million acres, an area the 
size of Texas to the oil companies to 
drill because the President deployed 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, even 
though the oil companies already have 
an area the size of Kentucky in public 
lands that they are not drilling on. 

So this whole American Idle thing 
really plays perfectly into the Repub-
lican plan because right now the oil 
companies pay $1.50 per year per acre 
not to drill while at the same time 
bleating that they are being discrimi-
nated against, even as the President 
now has us at the highest rate of oil 
production in the United States in 18 
years, which is a very hard thing for 
the Republicans to finally come here to 
the floor and admit. 

Vote for the Holt amendment. That 
is the solution to this problem. Then 
we’ll get America and the oil compa-
nies back to work and away from their 
idle ways, which is hurting the na-
tional security of this country. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Could 
I inquire how much time remains on 
both sides? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 2 minutes. The 
gentleman from New Jersey has 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, let me just 
repeat. Right now, the oil companies 
have 25 million acres of public land on-
shore on which they are not producing. 
They have 21 million acres of public 
land onshore under lease on which they 
are not even conducting exploration 
activities. 

I rest my case. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 

yield myself the balance of the time. 
Mr. Chairman, once again, to repeat, 

the nature of the lease sales that com-
panies enter into is ‘‘use it or lose it’’ 
because if they don’t, within the time 
period of that lease, utilize that for 
production, they give it back. That’s 
‘‘use it or lose it.’’ That’s the law right 
now. 

But let me respond here in the short 
time I have about comments that have 
been made earlier about increased 
American production. That’s true, Mr. 
Chairman, and I’m glad for that. But 
the implication of that statement 
being made by my friends on the other 
side of the aisle is that it’s because of 
the policies of this administration. 

Mr. Chairman, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. It takes a while to 
get land or offshore up to speed and in 
production, sometimes many years. 
But the reason production is increasing 
in some areas and has been increas-
ing—it’s now going down on Federal 
lands—is because of actions of prior ad-
ministrations. That is never said. It’s 
because of prior administrations’ ac-
tions, because the last 2 years of this 
administration, oil and natural gas, 
the production on Federal lands, has 
gone down. 

And finally, the main reason why oil 
production has increased in this coun-
try is because it’s happening prin-
cipally in North Dakota and in west 
Texas, and it’s on private land and/or 
State land. The Federal Government 
and this administration had absolutely 
nothing to do with the increase of that 
production. As a matter of fact, I think 
there were probably some efforts to try 
to slow that down. 

But, at any rate, I had to make that 
point, Mr. Chairman. This amendment, 
again, has been around a few times. I 
suspect that if a vote is called on it 
that it will fail on a bipartisan basis 
again. I urge rejection. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from New Jersey will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 

OF VIRGINIA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 13 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, on behalf of myself and Mr. 
LEWIS, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 27, line 17, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the following period, 
and after line 17 insert the following: 

‘‘(C) RIGHT TO PETITION PRESERVED.—This 
paragraph shall not be construed to abridge 
the right of the people to petition for the re-
dress of grievances, in violation of the first 
article of amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to offer this amend-
ment on behalf of my colleague, Con-
gressman JOHN LEWIS. 

Before I begin, I’d like to invite my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
to refer to their pocket Constitutions, 
specifically page 21. There they’ll find 
the First Amendment, which reads, and 
I quote: 

Congress shall make no laws respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof, or abridging the free-
dom of speech, or of the press, or the right of 
people peaceably to assemble and to petition 
the government for a redress of grievances. 

I may be mistaken, Mr. Chairman, 
but when we read the Constitution, 
read it aloud here on the floor at the 
start of this Congress, a bipartisan ex-
ercise in which I was privileged to par-
ticipate, I don’t recall there being an 
asterisk at the end of the First Amend-
ment saying, except, of course, if your 
petition stands in the way of Big Oil. 
Yet, the language in this bill creates a 
brand new, $5,000 protest fee for any 
American citizen to challenge the 
granting of a drilling lease, right of 
way or permit. 

I don’t know about my colleagues, 
but that seems like we’re abridging the 
freedom of speech and the right to peti-
tion the government for redress of a 
grievance. Once again, the Republicans 
in the House are happy to rush by the 
rights of the public to benefit their big 
friends in Big Oil. This is a capricious 
tax, at best, on the peaceable right to 
protest an act of the government that 
someone believes might harm the envi-
ronment. 

Not surprisingly, the bill does not 
apply a similar protest fee on someone 
who might want to protest the denial 
of a drilling lease or permit. One won-
ders why? Could it be that would be a 
tax on industry? 
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Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of Land 

Management objected to this fee in its 
testimony to the committee on this 
legislation, citing it as an inappro-
priate economic barrier to the public 
to seek judicial review or redress of an 
agency decision. 

I agree with that statement, but I 
don’t think it goes far enough. It 
doesn’t fully capture the full ramifica-
tions of it. It would trample on the 
First Amendment rights of the public. 
So much for the other side’s commit-
ment to being strict constructionists 
when it comes to the Constitution. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment and reject 
this assault on the Constitution and 
the First Amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman I rise to claim the time in 
opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to clarify 
something. Absolutely nothing in this 
legislation, or this entire legislation, 
takes away the right of people to pro-
test or petition for the redress of griev-
ances. That is something that is held 
sacred, I think by all Americans, cer-
tainly all Members of this House. 

During the oil and natural gas leas-
ing exploration and development proc-
ess, there are over a dozen opportuni-
ties for citizens to protest, to appeal, 
to comment, or to even completely 
halt energy development on public 
land. 

Since the 1990s, however, the use of 
protests on Federal lands has increased 
by 700 percent through a considered ef-
fort by special interest groups to halt 
oil and natural gas development on our 
Federal lands. This explosion of pro-
tests has crippled the Bureau of Land 
Management, or BLM, offices while 
they are working to handle the wave of 
new protests. 

A formal protest of leasing is a legiti-
mate step in oil and natural gas leasing 
process. However, and this is some-
thing that I think most people recog-
nize, the abuse of protest to halt that 
development is something I think 
needs to be addressed. 

b 2040 

So the $5,000 protest documentation 
fee in this legislation goes directly 
then towards helping the BLM process 
the onslaught of protests that are cur-
rently being paid by taxpayer dollars. 
It does not take away anyone’s right to 
protest, nor does it interfere with the 
other nearly 15 ways someone can par-
ticipate in government’s decision re-
garding Federal energy leasing or de-
velopment. 

This provision, as a matter of fact, 
will ensure that taxpayers’ dollars that 
are going through the normal process 
are spent protecting the environment 
and in the planning and the leasing, 

not tied up in processing paperwork re-
lated to endless protests filed by spe-
cial interests with an agenda, which 
one has to conclude, of stopping oil and 
natural gas leasing. 

I do want to mention, too, Mr. Chair-
man, that this amendment was also of-
fered in legislation in the Natural Re-
sources Committee, and it, too, was de-
feated on a bipartisan basis. I suspect 
that if this is brought to the floor it 
will probably be beaten on a bipartisan 
basis again, so I urge the rejection of 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 

Chairman, I would inquire as to how 
much time remains on this side. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
has 21⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. I would 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, this provision reminds 
me of something that French author 
Anatole France once said. He said that 
the law, in its majestic equality, for-
bids the rich as well as the poor to 
sleep under bridges, to beg in the 
streets and to steal bread. 

So, yes, under the bill’s petroleum 
protest poll tax, the rich as well as the 
poor are charged $5,000 as a fee to pro-
test an oil company drilling plant that 
could undermine the environment or 
the safety or the view of a particular 
individual; but the law is clearly tar-
geted against the poor. 

So if you are one of the super-rich 
like, say, Mitt Romney, having to pay 
a $5,000 fee to protest is nothing. It’s 
less than half of what you offer up 
when you make a friendly little bet 
with a friend. If you’re the Koch broth-
ers and you want to stop the Cape Wind 
project from blocking your view out on 
the ocean, that’s a small price to pay 
to be able to undermine a project that 
you’re not happy with. For everyone 
else, this is basic economic discrimina-
tion. This $5,000 fee isn’t just a toll-
booth on the highway of justice. It is a 
brick wall. 

Just by contrast, the United States 
Supreme Court—the highest court in 
the land—charges $300 to appeal a case. 
For an American citizen who is earning 
minimum wage, it would take 4 months 
of working full time and forgoing food 
and shelter in order to pay this protest 
fee which the Republicans want to put 
on the books. So, ordinary people, 
they’re going to have to pay up now if 
they want to protest, and the environ-
mental justice that has been denied 
poor people in our country over the 
last several generations just continues 
under this. This is what it’s all about— 
environmental justice. 

What you’re doing is you’re imposing 
a poll tax—an environmental poll tax, 
a polluter’s poll tax, a petroleum poll 
tax—on ordinary families. It is just 
wrong, unnecessary, but oh so obvious 
in what the agenda is. It’s not to block 

the Koch brothers from trying to block 
Cape Wind but, rather, just ordinary 
citizens from having their days in 
court so they can make their protests 
in a way that doesn’t bankrupt the 
families. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Washington has 21⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out 
this poster behind me. I know one can’t 
read all of the details here, but this is 
the process by which somebody goes 
through a lease process to try to de-
velop some activity on Federal lands. 
This is the process that one goes 
through, which, of course, is pretty 
long. 

Now, I mentioned in my opening re-
marks that there are 15 different ways 
there can be a protest made or a voice 
heard, or whatever, in that whole lease 
process. At the back of me on this 
chart, it is denoted by the red dots. 
You can see all the way along, starting 
way over to my right, where right at 
the start there are places you can have 
input and that continues throughout, 
all the way to virtually the end. 

When you have a process like this— 
and I will say it—in many cases, some 
of these red dots are used for frivolous 
purposes. Well, if they’re used for frivo-
lous purposes, there has to be a way, it 
would seem, to mitigate that in some 
way so that the government can do its 
job and do its work under the law as to 
those who are trying to lease public 
lands. That’s simply what the fee does 
because the fee goes to the agency that 
processes this. 

That means you can ensure, from my 
point of view at least, that you’ll have 
a process that’s fair and open. Nothing 
is taken away. There are no red dots 
taken away whatsoever. We’re just 
simply saying there has to be a means 
by which we finance this process. I 
think this is a way to do it, so I would 
urge the rejection of this amendment. 
As I mentioned, it has been rejected 
several times before. It was rejected in 
committee, and I hope it will be re-
jected on the House floor. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. AMODEI 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Add at the end the following: 

TITLE ll—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF FUNC-

TIONS UNDER THE MINING LAW 
PROGRAM OR THE SOLID MINERALS 
LEASING PROGRAM. 

The Secretary of the Interior may not 
transfer to the Office of Surface Mining Rec-
lamation and Enforcement any responsi-
bility or authority to perform any function 
performed immediately before the enact-
ment of this Act under the Solid Minerals 
Program of the Department of the Interior, 
including— 

(1) any such function under— 
(A) the laws popularly known as the Min-

ing Law of 1872 (30 U.S.C. 22 note); 
(B) the Act of July 31, 1947 (chapter 406; 30 

U.S.C. 601 et seq.), popularly known as the 
Materials Act of 1947; 

(C) the Minerals Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 
et seq.); or 

(D) the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired 
Lands (30 U.S.C. 351 et seq.); and 

(2) any such function relating to manage-
ment of mineral development on Federal 
lands and acquired lands under section 302 of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1732); and 

(3) any function performed under the Min-
ing Law Program. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Nevada (Mr. AMODEI) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nevada. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, the Do-
mestic Energy and Jobs Act, in addi-
tion to developing our abundant oil and 
natural gas reserves, is also important 
for the purposes of recognizing another 
part of the energy sector, which are 
our mineral resources. An often-forgot-
ten component of America’s economic 
engine and comparative advantage 
over other nations is our mineral and, 
yes, coal production. Minerals and 
mine materials are the raw ingredients 
needed by every sector of our economy. 

This amendment is simple. It would 
prohibit the Secretary of the Interior 
from moving any aspect of the Solid 
Minerals program administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management and merg-
ing it with the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement, the 
OSM. This amendment is necessary be-
cause, currently, the administration 
continues to proceed with plans to 
combine these two entities despite the 
fact that it has met with heavy bipar-
tisan resistance and also resistance 
from stakeholders, including, yes, even 
environmental groups. 

Last year, Secretary Salazar an-
nounced his intent to combine the OSM 
and a portion of BLM’s Solid Minerals 
program through a secretarial order. It 
appears to be in vogue these days—ex-
ecutive orders, secretarial orders. The 
problem missing here is: resort to Con-
gress. Previous administrations have 
looked at this and have concluded in 
the record that congressional action is 
needed to do this. So here we are, try-

ing to forestall yet another secretarial 
or executive order that flies in the face 
of congressional authority. 

In March of this year, the Depart-
ment of the Interior indicated a desire 
to continue to evaluate this. This will 
result in unnecessary costs to tax-
payers as it is duplicative and flies in 
the face of previous administrations. 

More importantly, OSM should not 
have the responsibility for leasing Fed-
eral coal. Under the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act, which 
was passed by this House, States are 
responsible for the permitting and the 
regulation of coal mining and aban-
doned-mine land cleanup. Additionally, 
the Surface Mining Control and Rec-
lamation Act expressly prohibits the 
commingling of employees of any Fed-
eral agency that promotes the develop-
ment or use of coal—responsibilities of 
the Solid Minerals division of the BLM. 
It is a clear conflict of interest. 

Finally, the OSM does not have of-
fices in all Federal Western States, and 
hard-rock mining does not fall under 
their jurisdiction, nor does it have any 
experience in the broad range of min-
eral commodities regulated by the 
BLM. 

I ask for the Chamber’s support of 
this amendment that would stop the 
Department of the Interior from merg-
ing the operations of the BLM and 
OSM. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AMODEI. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I think you have a very good amend-
ment, and I support that amendment. I 
thank the gentleman for bringing it to 
the floor. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

b 2050 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, we 
know that the Republican majority 
thinks current law governing hard rock 
mining in this country is about as 
close to perfect as they can get, and we 
know that international mining giants 
like Barrick Gold and Rio Tinto agree 
with our Republican colleagues. The 
status quo is really ideal from their 
perspective. That is because the status 
quo allows these multinational compa-
nies to mine billions of dollars worth of 
gold, silver, and other minerals on Fed-
eral lands without paying a dime in 
royalties. What’s not to like if you’re a 
multinational offshore company com-
ing into our country? 

The law allowing this disgraceful 
windfall was signed by Ulysses S. 
Grant in 1872, and there it sits immune 
from change, immune from improve-
ment or update for 140 years. What we 
did not realize was just how far this 

majority will go to make sure even the 
smallest corner of the current setup is 
never, ever changed. 

The administration has announced 
plans to consider whether merging 
some of the functions of the Office of 
Surface Mining and the Bureau of Land 
Management might lead to efficiencies 
and save the American taxpayers some 
money. The jury is still out on that 
idea, but we must ensure that we can 
continue to exercise proper oversight 
of mining activities on public lands and 
ensure that American taxpayers and 
States can continue to receive a proper 
return on these minerals. 

A February report to Secretary Sala-
zar recommended that the two agencies 
stay largely independent of each other. 
The merger plans have yet to be devel-
oped or announced and would likely be 
limited to money-saving ideas like 
combining human resource divisions, 
employee training programs, and fleet 
management operations. This stream-
lining could reportedly save as much as 
$5 million annually of taxpayers’ 
money, something that the GSA, per-
haps, could take as a lesson as to how 
they should operate. 

At the very least, the administration 
deserves the time to fully develop and 
present a plan that can be debated on 
its merits. But this amendment says 
‘‘no.’’ This amendment would specifi-
cally prohibit the administration from 
even considering whether aspects of 
this idea have merit and would save 
the taxpayers money, which is the goal 
of the plan that the Department of the 
Interior is considering. 

Not only do our Republican col-
leagues reject any and all efforts to 
bring the Federal mining law into the 
21st century—I would even take the 
20th century, for that matter—but they 
bristle at the very idea of thinking 
about ways to better organize the 
agencies overseeing mining on Federal 
lands. 

We should let the administration do 
its job. We should also get serious 
about ending royalty-free mining on 
public lands. This amendment really 
misses the point entirely. We need to 
be more efficient. We have to save the 
taxpayers money, and we also have to 
make sure that these multinationals 
pay more to mine the minerals of the 
American people. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire as to how much time I have re-
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Nevada has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. AMODEI. I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
my colleague from the Buckeye State. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, today I rise in support of the 
Amodei amendment that would ensure 
that the Secretary of the Interior does 
not combine the two agencies with 
competing missions into the same 
agency. 

Late last year, the Secretary of the 
Interior tried to merge the Office of 
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Surface Mining into the Bureau of 
Land Management. After spending 
months of time and valuable taxpayer 
dollars to look at the issue and holding 
multiple public meetings, the Sec-
retary of the Interior realized two 
things: First, he realized that he didn’t 
have the power to merge the two agen-
cies; and secondly, he realized it was 
simply a bad idea. Now there are re-
ports that the Secretary is looking at 
taking portions of Bureau of Land 
Management and moving them under 
the purview of the Office of Surface 
Mining. 

The two facts that I just mentioned 
still hold true today. The Secretary 
doesn’t have the power without it first 
being authorized by Congress, and the 
two agencies have competing missions. 
It simply doesn’t make sense to com-
bine the two agencies. 

During a markup at Natural Re-
sources earlier this year, I offered an 
amendment similar to this that 
stopped the Secretary of the Interior 
from combining the two agencies, and 
it passed on a voice vote. I would hope 
that this amendment passes in a simi-
lar fashion. 

I am all for streamlining overlapping 
government functions and cutting 
wasteful government spending. How-
ever, in this case there are no overlap-
ping functions or wasteful spending. 
For that reason, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Ne-
vada has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just say that the goal of the amend-
ment is to keep from picking up the 
newspaper in the morning and reading 
about a secretarial or executive order 
that has combined two agencies that 
the record is replete with evidence that 
the executive branch and the Secretary 
does not have the authority to. 

So when we talk about oversight and 
the proper thing to do in these in-
stances and when we talk about debate 
it on its merits, as my colleague from 
the Bay State has indicated, I would 
love to do that. That requires that 
Congress act, not the Secretary of the 
Interior and not the President of the 
United States. 

Thank you, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. AMODEI). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Nevada will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 15 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 
TITLE—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. ll1. REQUIREMENT TO OFFER FOR SALE 
ONLY IN THE UNITED STATES. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall require 
that all oil and gas produced under a lease 
issued under this Act, the amendments made 
by this Act, or any plan, strategy, or pro-
gram under this Act shall be offered for sale 
only in the United States. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
quite simple. It prohibits the export of 
oil and natural gas produced from 
leases on the public lands of the United 
States that are going to be authorized 
under this bill. 

America’s number one export last 
year was American fuel—number one. 
No other product did we export more of 
last year than the fuel that is produced 
here in the United States. More than 
$100 billion in American-made fuels 
was sent overseas to China, to Mo-
rocco, to Singapore, and other coun-
tries. 

This infuriates Americans pulling up 
to the pump and paying more than $3.50 
a gallon to fill up. Not only do oil com-
panies want to continue exporting 
American fuel, but they’re now talking 
about lifting restrictions on exporting 
America’s crude oil as domestic pro-
duction continues to increase. 

Just this week, the President of the 
American Petroleum Institute an-
nounced that exporting America’s 
crude oil should be a serious consider-
ation. Let me say that again: Big Oil is 
now stating publicly, in no uncertain 
terms, that they want to be able to ex-
port crude oil produced in the United 
States. 

Earlier, the majority whip said that 
this bill will make us energy inde-
pendent. Well, without the Markey 
amendment, there is no way that an oil 
company just won’t export the fuel and 
the natural gas, and now the head of 
the American Petroleum Institute says 
Big Oil also wants to start exporting 
America’s crude oil, as well. 

As American men and women are on 
the ground in the Middle East fighting 
and dying to protect oil supply lines 
coming from the Middle East into the 
United States, Big Oil wants to export 
oil produced here in America to China, 
to other countries around the world. 
That is truly frightening, and it’s 
wrong, ladies and gentlemen. It is 
wrong in terms of our relationship with 
the young men and women who fight 
for us, who defend us around the world. 
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Big Oil is beholden to shareholder in-

terests only. They do not care about 
American national security, and they 
certainly don’t like Americans to enjoy 
low energy prices, which is what’s hap-
pening right now with natural gas. 
They want a bigger cut. They want to 
create a global national gas market 
and a global price, just like they have 
for oil. That’s the plan. 

And the companies are lining up at 
the Department of Energy right now to 
get permits to export American nat-
ural gas. There are 15 applications 
seeking to export 28 percent of our cur-
rent natural gas, American natural 
gas, natural gas here in the United 
States all around the world. 

And why do they want to do that? 
Well, they want to do that—even 
though the Energy Department says it 
could lead to a 54 percent increase in 
the price of natural gas for Ameri-
cans—they want to do it for a very 
simple reason. The price of natural gas 
in Japan right now is seven times high-
er than the price of natural gas here in 
America. American companies want to 
sell the natural gas to the Japanese 
rather than to Americans because they 
can make seven times as much money. 
In Europe, it’s four times as high. They 
want to sell the natural gas of America 
overseas rather than keep the prices 
low for people to keep their homes 
heated, to keep our industries growing. 
The petrochemical industry, the fer-
tilizer industry, the plastics industry, 
all those industries are dependent upon 
these fuels. 

No, that’s good for the oil industry. 
It’s very bad for the American manu-
facturing sector because low-priced 
natural gas is what’s fueling the in-
crease in manufacturing all across this 
country. 

So I just totally reject the premise of 
the majority in allowing for the sale of 
our oil and gas out of our land across 
the country. 

At this point, I am going to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to claim the time in 
opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I’m afraid from at 
least my reading of the amendment 
that this displays a lack of under-
standing regarding existing Federal 
laws and the realities of the oil and 
natural gas markets because oil pro-
duced on Federal lands is already sub-
ject to the Export Administration Act. 
In order to export crude oil, a producer 
would have to apply for authorization 
from the President. That’s the law 
right now. Currently, no crude oil pro-
duced in the United States is exported, 
with the exception of a small quantity 
that goes to a Canadian refinery. 

So I just think that what this is, 
more than anything else, is an effort to 
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make production on Federal lands 
more challenging and, thus, less valu-
able. And as a matter of fact, that 
would hurt the economy and American 
jobs. 

But there is another aspect to it. And 
again, it’s the way the amendment is 
reading. What about products that are 
made from oil? We know there is a vast 
array of products that are made from 
oil and natural gas, for that matter. 

I think of a product that’s made in 
my State. One of the biggest manufac-
turers in my home State of Washington 
is Boeing. There was a big fanfare. And 
in fact, I think a couple of weeks ago, 
they had their latest product on dis-
play down at Reagan National. It’s 
called the 787 Dreamliner, which, of 
course, is made of composites, compos-
ites made of natural resources, i.e., oil 
and natural gases and others. 

Now the way this amendment is writ-
ten, because there are no restrictions, 
that means that Boeing probably could 
not export 787s. And frankly, their big-
gest market is the international mar-
ket. 

But let’s not just confine it to Boe-
ing. What about other byproducts that 
we manufacture? One comes to mind 
because my wife and I were using it to 
do some home repairs this weekend, 
WD–40, a petroleum-based product. I 
understand that that company exports 
a lot of that product overseas. The way 
this amendment is written, one could 
assume that that too would be re-
stricted. What would that, then, do to 
the job market and our economy if we 
restrict what is a result of oil and nat-
ural gas being exported overseas? 

I just want to repeat: There are re-
strictions for crude oil on Federal 
lands. That’s existing law. This amend-
ment adds nothing to it. But what I am 
concerned about, I guess, would be the 
unintended consequences. Let’s not get 
ourselves into a situation where we 
have to pass a bill before we know 
what’s in it. We’ve painfully gone 
through that in this country. 

So I don’t think this amendment is a 
good amendment, and I urge my col-
leagues to reject it. 

I am prepared to close, so I will re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. I will, then, yield my-
self the remainder of the time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 30 
seconds. 

Mr. MARKEY. In summary, Price 
Waterhouse estimates that U.S. manu-
facturing companies could employ 1 
million more workers if they continued 
to have low-priced natural gas. Export-
ing natural gas, exporting crude oil is 
only going to hurt our domestic econ-
omy, except for one industry: the oil 
industry. 

American oil production right now is 
at its highest level since Bill Clinton. 
Natural gas production is at its all- 
time high ever. And what the American 
petroleum industry is now saying is 
that we want to start exporting this 
crude oil, start exporting this natural 
gas around the planet. 

Keep American oil and natural gas 
here in America. Do not export it to 
other countries. It should be for Ameri-
cans, and it should be for American 
companies. Vote ‘‘aye’’ on the Markey 
amendment. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

First, I will urge people to reject the 
Markey amendment. 

Now I made an observation. And 
maybe somebody is saying, Boy, you 
are really stretching it if you are going 
to byproducts. And I referenced the 
way the amendment was written. And 
the amendment is written where it 
says very specifically, ‘‘all oil and 
gas.’’ 

Well, let’s see. If a product is made 
from oil and gas, wouldn’t that qual-
ify? So I think this is a very, very seri-
ous concern. And once again, it is the 
unintentional consequences of this 
amendment. So I urge rejection of the 
Markey amendment. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. LANDRY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 16 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. LANDRY. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 
TITLE—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. ll1. AMOUNT OF DISTRIBUTED QUALIFIED 
OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF REVE-
NUES. 

Section 105(f)(1) of the Gulf of Mexico En-
ergy Security Act of 2006 (title I of division 
C of Public Law 109-432; (43 U.S.C. 1331 note)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘2055’’ and inserting 
‘‘2022, and shall not exceed $750,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2023 through 2055’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. LANDRY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LANDRY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is very simple. It seeks to 
improve the environment by ensuring 
that those States that allow offshore 
drilling are allowed to keep more of 
the revenue generated off of their 
shores. 

In 2007, Congress passed a historic 
Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act, or 

GOMESA. This historic legislation for 
the first time allows States to share in 
the royalties generated from offshore 
drilling. However, GOMESA only pro-
vided 37.5 percent of the revenue to the 
States and then capped the States at 
no more than a collective $500 million 
per year. Conversely, the Mineral Leas-
ing Act required the Federal Govern-
ment to give 50 percent of the energy 
revenue generated on Federal lands to 
States in which it is generated. 
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In Louisiana, we wholly support off-
shore drilling. We are proud to supply 
80 percent of our Nation’s offshore en-
ergy. But why should we not share in 
the funding generated by this drilling? 

My amendment simply moves off-
shore royalty sharing more in line with 
the benefit experienced from onshore 
States by moving the GOMESA cap 
from $500 million to $750 million per 
year. My amendment does not impact 
onshore-producing States. If your 
State is receiving revenue from on-
shore energy production now, my 
amendment does nothing to change 
that. All the amendment does is move 
Louisiana, Texas, Mississippi, and Ala-
bama a little closer to what those on-
shore States currently enjoy. 

This amendment is nearly identical 
to the amendment that both myself 
and the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
RICHMOND) offered during consideration 
of H.R. 3408, the PIONEERS Act, of 
which that amendment passed by bi-
partisan support of 266–159. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDRY. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I think the gentleman has a good 
amendment. As he pointed out, it al-
ready has passed on a bipartisan basis 
on the floor, and I think it’s worthy to 
be passed in this instance. I support 
the amendment. 

Mr. LANDRY. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. I rise to claim the 
time in opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, every 
day will be Mardi Gras down in Lou-
isiana if the gentleman’s amendment is 
adopted. We—that is all the rest of us 
in the country—are already going to be 
sending $150 billion to these four States 
over the next 60 years. I don’t blame 
the gentleman for coming back to try 
to get another bite at the apple, or, in 
this case, another bite at the king 
cake. 

But I would say to the gentleman 
from Louisiana that his State already 
won the baby in the king cake when 
the GOMESA giveaway was enacted 
back in 2006, and you’re already enti-
tled to $150 billion worth of revenue 
coming out of the Federal Government 
and heading your way. And so I just 
think it’s time for your region to give 
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a little back to the other 46 States in 
the Union that didn’t benefit from that 
2006 giveaway to you. We’re not be-
grudging that. What’s done is done and 
you get the $150 billion. But I just 
think it’s time for us to start thinking 
about starting to reduce the Federal 
deficit and starting to spend some of 
this money that comes in from the rev-
enues from the drilling, and that it 
helps out the whole country. And so I 
would just make that case to everyone 
else. 

By the way, if you come from one of 
those four States, vote for the gen-
tleman from Louisiana’s amendment. 
It’s a good amendment for you if come 
from one of those four States. But if 
you come from one of the other 46 
States, you’ve got rocks in your head if 
you’re voting for that amendment be-
cause it’s just another $6 billion going 
from your pockets into the pockets of 
those four States down there. And it 
just makes no sense at all after the 
$150 billion we gave them just 6 years 
ago. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LANDRY. I would only remind 

the gentleman from Massachusetts 
that this is, if you are an environ-
mentalist and you want to help protect 
the environment like I know the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts so des-
perately wants to do—I have served 
with him in committee and enjoyed his 
passion for taking care of the environ-
ment—this is an environmental amend-
ment. 

The citizens of Louisiana have passed 
a constitutional amendment that dedi-
cates all of the proceeds from offshore 
royalty to go to wetlands restoration, 
coastal restoration, and hurricane pro-
tection. This is buying us an insurance 
policy that the other 46 States, who I 
know have been so generous to help us 
when hurricanes ravage our coast, this 
helps to protect us. And I know that 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
would love to protect the environment 
in Louisiana. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
Again, I’d be willing to have a con-

versation with the gentleman from 
Louisiana about what the proper way 
is of dealing with the funding for the 
preservation of the wetlands and the 
other environmentally sensitive areas 
down in the Gulf of Mexico, but this 
isn’t the way to do it. This is just an-
other permanent entitlement that 
we’re building into the law here unat-
tached to the hearings and the evi-
dence that we need in order to make 
sure that whatever expenditures are 
made by the Federal Government are 
actually going for the intended pur-
pose. And that’s not what this discus-
sion is here tonight with a 5-minute 
amendment that we’re debating. 

Six billion dollars should come under 
closer scrutiny than the debate we’re 
having at quarter past 9 at night on the 
House floor where the only people who 
are watching the debate really need to 

get a life, because that’s about the 
level of public scrutiny this is getting 
right now. I just think the $6 billion 
that the gentleman is seeking to re-
quest from the public has to be dis-
pensed in a way that actually has a 
better process. 

Again, I oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. I understand its intention. 
But for the other 46 States, I just don’t 
think it’s a good idea at this time. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LANDRY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. RIGELL 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 17 printed 
in House Report 112–540. 

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE ll—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. l01. LEASE SALE 220 AND OTHER LEASE 

SALES OFF THE COAST OF VIRGINIA. 
(a) INCLUSION IN LEASING PROGRAMS.—The 

Secretary of the Interior shall— 
(1) upon enactment of this Act, revise the 

proposed Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas 
leasing program for the 2012–2017 period to 
include in such program Lease Sale 220 off 
the coast of Virginia; and 

(2) include the Outer Continental Shelf off 
the coast of Virginia in the leasing program 
for each 5-year period after the 2012–2017 pe-
riod. 

(b) CONDUCT OF LEASE SALE.—As soon as 
practicable, but not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall carry out under 
section 8 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337) Lease Sale 220. 

(c) BALANCING MILITARY AND ENERGY PRO-
DUCTION GOALS.— 

(1) JOINT GOALS.—In recognition that the 
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas leasing 
program and the domestic energy resources 
produced therefrom are integral to national 
security, the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Defense shall work jointly 
in implementing this section in order to en-
sure achievement of the following common 
goals: 

(A) Preserving the ability of the Armed 
Forces of the United States to maintain an 
optimum state of readiness through their 
continued use of the Outer Continental 
Shelf. 

(B) Allowing effective exploration, develop-
ment, and production of our Nation’s oil, 
gas, and renewable energy resources. 

(2) PROHIBITION ON CONFLICTS WITH MILI-
TARY OPERATIONS.—No person may engage in 
any exploration, development, or production 
of oil or natural gas off the coast of Virginia 
that would conflict with any military oper-
ation, as determined in accordance with the 
Memorandum of Agreement between the De-

partment of Defense and the Department of 
the Interior on Mutual Concerns on the 
Outer Continental Shelf signed July 20, 1983, 
and any revision or replacement for that 
agreement that is agreed to by the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of the Interior 
after that date but before the date of 
issuance of the lease under which such explo-
ration, development, or production is con-
ducted. 

(3) NATIONAL DEFENSE AREAS.—The United 
States reserves the right to designate by and 
through the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the President, national defense 
areas on the Outer Continental Shelf pursu-
ant to section 12(d) of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1341(d)). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 691, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
job-creating amendment. It reflects the 
wisdom and truly the will of the good 
folks of the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, and specifically within the great 
district that I have the privilege of 
serving and representing, the Second 
Congressional District of Virginia. 

The House of Delegates of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia have made it 
clear that they really believe we need 
to move forward with coastal Virginia 
energy. The same is true of the Vir-
ginia Senate. And just today, we re-
ceived a letter of strong support from 
Governor McDonnell, of which I’m very 
grateful for his support of this amend-
ment. It has tremendous opportunity 
to put folks to work. 

In this very Chamber, Mr. Chairman, 
I recall vividly our President, Presi-
dent Obama, saying that he was an all- 
of-the-above President, and I truly 
think I was one of the first to leap to 
my feet in full support. We have really 
failed the American people over the 
last many decades in moving this coun-
try toward energy independence. So I 
leapt to my feet. I was clapping. Yet 
I’m unable to reconcile what he’s say-
ing with the painful reality—and Vir-
ginia, too. 

There’s a full moratorium on the re-
sponsible exploration and harvesting of 
Virginia’s coastal Virginia energy. In 
my view, Mr. Chairman, this is a full 
moratorium on job creation, and that 
means there’s a full moratorium on the 
tax revenues that we need for healthier 
schools and better roads. So this 
amendment is directed right at that to 
break through and create action where, 
at present, there’s a full moratorium. 

The way the amendment works is 
very simple. It requires the Secretary 
of the Interior to include Virginia in 
the 5-year oil and leasing plan. My 
amendment requires the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct Lease Sale 220 
within 1 year of enactment. 

Again, the word that comes to my 
mind is ‘‘action’’—‘‘definitive action.’’ 
This is what the American people 
want. This is what the good folks of 
Virginia’s Second Congressional Dis-
trict want. It helps, in part, to move us 
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away from the dependence on countries 
for our oil, many of which their values 
are diametrically opposed to ours, and 
we can do this in an environmentally 
responsible way. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIGELL. I will yield to the 
chairman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
think the gentleman has a very good 
lease. And I’ve been talking about 
where Virginia has been shortchanged, 
from my point of view. I think this 
amendment goes a long way to advance 
that debate, and, actually, what we all 
want is the action. 

I support the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Mr. RIGELL. I thank the chairman 
for his support. I urge my colleagues to 
join us in supporting this bill. These 
are life-changing jobs. There’s tremen-
dous potential, and we can do this in a 
very environmentally responsible way. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. This amendment 
would order the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to conduct oil and gas leasing off-
shore in Virginia. In the wake of the 
Deepwater Horizon disaster, which was 
a lesson to all of us about the risks in-
herent in deepwater drilling, the 
Obama administration wisely canceled 
the proposed lease sale. 

The overwhelming majority of the 
Virginia lease sale area infringes on 
critical training areas for the United 
States Navy. The Department of De-
fense itself has concluded that over 78 
percent of the lease sale area would 
occur in areas where military oper-
ations would be impeded by drilling 
structures and related activities. 

This area is already home to a num-
ber of critical military actions, includ-
ing live ordnance tests, aircraft carrier 
qualifications, sensitive undersea and 
surface operations, and shipboard qual-
ification tests. The military’s contin-
ued activities in this area would tor-
pedo drilling in most of this land. 

Of the remaining 22 percent of the 
lease area, the majority of the unre-
stricted waters available for leasing 
would occur in the main shipping chan-
nel for Norfolk and the Chesapeake 
Bay, as well as the main channel used 
by submarines. So in the end, drilling 
could only even conceivably occur in 
about 10 percent of the area that the 
majority is talking about off the Vir-
ginia coast. When this Congress still 
has not passed a single legislative re-
form to improve the safety of offshore 
drilling, this just doesn’t seem like it’s 
worth of risk. 

While some States may support off-
shore drilling, New Jersey and Mary-
land both oppose it, along with many 
other States along the Eastern Sea-

board. These States’ economies depend 
on the tourism that comes to see pris-
tine, oil-free beaches and fishing that 
happens in their waters. And we are 
talking about their waters. As we saw 
during the BP disaster, drilling off the 
coast of Virginia could affect Mary-
land, New Jersey, and many other 
States up and down the East Coast be-
cause of oil spills which do not respect 
State boundaries. 

This Congress has yet to enact a sin-
gle safety reform following the Deep-
water Horizon disaster. The inde-
pendent, blue ribbon BP Spill Commis-
sion recently gave Congress a grade of 
‘‘D’’ on its legislative response to the 
worst environmental disaster offshore 
in American history, and only re-
frained from handing out an ‘‘F’’ be-
cause, and these are the words of the 
BP Spill Commission, it did not want 
‘‘to insult the whole institution.’’ 

The gentleman’s amendment would 
place the entire East Coast at risk of a 
spill in order to open up an area where 
drilling may only be able to occur in 
about 10 percent of the area. That 
doesn’t make any sense for our coastal 
States and their economies. The risks 
that we run are much higher than the 
very small benefits that can be derived. 

I urge rejection of this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. RIGELL. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
GARDNER) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. CRAWFORD, Acting Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 4480) to provide for 
the development of a plan to increase 
oil and gas exploration, development, 
and production under oil and gas leases 
of Federal lands under the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Secretary of Energy, the Secretary of 
the Interior, and the Secretary of De-
fense in response to a drawdown of pe-
troleum reserves from the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 

when the House adjourns today, it ad-
journ to meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BACHUS (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of at-
tending the funeral of his father-in-law 
Royl Eron ‘‘Roy’’ Bevill with his wife, 
Linda Bachus. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The Speaker announced his signature 
to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 404. An act to modify a land grant pat-
ent issued by the Secretary of the Interior. 

S. 684. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain parcels of land to the town of 
Alta, Utah. 

S. 997. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to extend a water contract be-
tween the United States and the East Bench 
Irrigation District. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 25 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, June 21, 2012, at 9 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6515. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
Report to Congress on Corrosion Policy and 
Oversight Budget Materials for FY 2013; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

6516. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a review of the Joint Land Attack Cruise 
Missile Defense Elevated Netted Sensor Sys-
tem (JLENS) program; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

6517. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Lieu-
tenant General Ronald L. Burgess, Jr., 
United States Army, and his advancement to 
the grade of lieutenant general on the re-
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

6518. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a copy 
of the Department of Defense (DoD) Chem-
ical and Biological Defense Program (CBDP) 
Annual Report to Congress for 2012; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

6519. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Con-
tracting with the Canadian Commercial Cor-
poration (DFARS Case 2011-D049) (RIN: 0750- 
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